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PREFACE. 



With a deep-rooted aversion to the usual practice 
of apologizing, I feel it necessary to write a preface 
replete with apologies. My readers, I presume, are 
prepared to ask a variety of questions, all of which 
deserve to be answered. First, they will ask roe, why 
my Refutation did not appecgr sooner. I answer : 
Much time was lost in vain expectation that some abler 
advocate would plead the same cause : and, after t 
had reluctantly engaged in the controversy, my vari- 
ous avocations, and a number of other circumstances, 
the detail of which would be altogether uninteresting, 
tended greatly to retard my progress. I regret indeed 
in common with my readers, that my refutation of 
ABiANisH did not appear sooner^ but I regret still 
more, that a much longer period of time was not al- 
lowed me for executing a task so arduous and impor- 
tant — for writing a book which embraces a whole body 
of controversial divinity — a book which professes to 
defend almost all the leading doctrines of our holy re- 
ligion. A question, however, of far more importance, 
and involving a far more serious charge, will probably 
be put by some of my readers. In your Refutation of 
Arianismj they will say, why do you attack the Church 
of England f Answer — I do not attack the Church 
of England ; I defend the Church of England ; I de- 
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fend the doctrines of the Thirty-nine Articles. But 
^Vf they will ask, do you attack the Lord Bishop of 
Down and Connor, Dr. Millar, and Dr. Graves — ^An- 
swer — ^I do not attack those Dignitaries f I am not the 
assailant : I am only the humhle defendant : I reluc- 
tantly submit to the painful necessity of defending my 
own principles — the doctrines of the Church of > Scot- 
land — the doctrines of the Church of England— ^against 
the attack of those venerable Divines. Was it not, 
however— the querist will say— was it not highly im- 
proper to class the Armiuians with the Arians? — ^An- 
swer — I did not class them ; they classed themselves 
with the Arians. Dr. Millar made common cause 
with Dr. Bruce in attacking Calvinism. It is not, 
therefore, from cheice, but from necessity ^ that I have 
attempted to defend my principled against tlieir united 
attack. But was it not imprudent to make so many 
enemies ? — ^Answer — I hope I have made no enemies 
at all Surely the Lord Bishop of Down and Connor, 
Dr. Millar, Dr. Graves, and Dr. Bruce, are Divines 
of more candour and liberality than to be offended at 
roe for an humble attempt to defend my own principles 
— principles which 1 believe to be founded in truths in 
reason and scripture. 

Still, however, it will be said, that had I taken no 
notice of the Dignitaries of the Church of England, 
the members of that church would have rallied round 
me ; the Arminians would have patronised my publica- 
tion ; I would have had more friends, and larger pro-*' 

fits All this may be true ; but it does not convince 

roe of the impropriety of my conduct. I contend for 
truthj not for money. Accustomed from my youth 
to submit to privations for the sake of truth, and a 
good conscience, I will not temporize now when I am 



old. No man can finally be a loser by an uncon* 
promising attachment to truth, f know who has said, 
" Be faithful unto deaths and I will give thee a crown 
oflife:' 

But what necessity, it may be said, for mentioning 
the names of those Arminian divines in my ProspectoSi 
or in my Title-page ?— Answer — Because I do not 
choose to fight under false colours : I do not wish to 
practise deception ; I wish my Prospectus or Title-page 
to be a faithful index of my book. My readers, how- 
ever, will carefully observe, that whilst I contend 
against Arminianism, as well as against Arianism, I do 
not regard the two systems as equally remote from 
truth. 1 believe that the difference between Armini- 
ans and Calvinists is frequently more in words than in 
idea$ : I believe that multitudes who are Arminians in 
head, are Calvinists in heart. Were the Calvinistic 
system fairly represented and well understood, I am 
confident opposition would in a great measure cease. 
The view I have given in the following Defence is, I flat- 
ter myself, agreeable to the standards of the Churches 
of England and Scotland — it is substantially the same, 
I presume, with that of the great body of Calvinists. 
This view I have never yet seen opposed. Anti-Cal- 
vinists, so far as I know, have never yet ventured to 
attack it, though it has been frequently exhibited l)y 
such writers as Edwards, Fuller, Newton, and Scott. 
When our opponents attack Calvinism, they attack a 
view of it which ^he Calvinists themselves do not ac- 
knowledge. — They form a kind of medley system, 
composed of passages taken out of their natural order 
— unguarded expressions extracted from the works of 
ancient divines — aiid large quotations from Antino- 
mian writers — this factitious — this monstrous system 
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— a system which nobody ever believed^ and which 
nobody defends — they heroically attack, and trium- 
phantly demolish. They then shout victory, and are 
hailed by the acclamations of the unthinking multitude, 
' the dupes of their artifice. By such sleight of men 
and cunning craftiness the simple are deceived, truth 
is laid low, and error enjoys a temporary triumph. 
This disgraceful mode of warfare I am reluctantly 
compelled to expose in the subsequent pages. Should 
Arian or Arminian divines think proper to follow up 
their attack — and 1 have no objections at all to see 
them in the field — I shall expeet them to come for- 
ward as honourable antagonists. I shall expect th^m 
to attack, not a shadow^ not a man of straw ^ not a mock 
Calvinism^ but the real Calvinistic systerji^ as exhibit- 
ed in our standards, and defended in the following 
sheets. "^^ 

Some readers may perhaps say, You have ti'eated 
Dr. Bruce with too little ceremony — You are guilty 
yourself o^ the very same things which you censure in 
him — ^You blame him for using abusive epithets, such 
^^ fanatics^ enthusiasts^ and bigots; and yet you em- 
ploy language no less severe, as misrepresentation^ CU" 
lumny^ forgery^ &c. — Answer— I do not blame the 
Doctor merely for cfCUing his opponents fanatics^ en- 
thusiasts^ amd bigots; but I blame him for using those 
epithets in a licentious and wanton manner^ without 
proof — If I arraign a man for theft, and bring for- 
ward evidence to substantiate my charge, I may call 
him a thief; but \{ without proof I apply such epithets, 
I expose myself to an action for defamation of charac- 
ter. Dr. B. employs opprobrious epithets without 
proof or shadow of evidence : it is for this I blame 
him — it is for this I censure him. On the contrary, I 



"V 



vii 



hope my readers will find, that such terms as mitrer 
presentation^ ccdumny^ forgery^ £ic» are used by me, 
only when the charges implied in those epithets are 
fully substantiated, — But why use such epithets at all f 
— ^Answer-r-Because I wish to call things by ttieir 
proper names. I do not wish to call evil good, and 
good eviU I do not wish by soft names to reconcile 
men's minds to errors or to vices — a practice quite 
fashionable indeed, but fraught with consequences the 
most baneful and pernicious. Towards those learned, 
and highly respectable Divines, on whose writings I 
animadvert, I am conscious of no feelings but those of 
kindness and benevolence* Should any of my expres- 
sions appear too strong, or be regarded as personal, I 
shall feel much mortified ; for, I ^an assure my readers, 
that, if I know any thing of ray own heart, it was 
errors y not men, I meant to attack. 

My " Refutation*'* is a work entirely argumentative. 
Against such books I know there is a prejudice — a 
prejudice, as I conceive, highly unreasonable. JRea- 
soning and argument characterised the first propaga- 
tion of Christianity. The founder of our^'eligion 
reasoned und argued : when only twelve years of age, 
he disputed with the Doctors. During the whole pe- 
riod of his public ministry we find him addressing the 
understandings of men — ^reasoning with the Pharisees 
and Sadducees, the Scribes and the Lawyers — detecting 
their impostures, and exposing their corruptions, re- 
futing their errors and putting them to silence. Iipi* 
tating their t)ivine Master, the Apostles and Evange^ 
lists reasoned and argued. In the synagogues of the 
Jews, the Apostle Paul reasoned every Sabbath. In 
the school of Tyrannus he disputed daily. The Epi- 
curean and Stoic Philosophers, the Jewish Rabbin, 
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ami the learned counsellors of Mars-hill, he eneoao- 
tered by reasoning and confounded by argument. The 
proto-martyr Stephen reauoned down the *^ Libertines^ 
*'ifae Cyrenians, and Alexandrians — they were not 
*^ able to resist the wisdom and spirit by which he 
'^ spake." Luther, CalviQi Zuinglius, and all the 
fathers of the Reformation, reasoned and argued* By 
reasoning and by argument the strong holds of the 
^^ man of sin''^ were stormed, and a spiritual emanci- 
pation gloriously effected. Nor need we anticipate 
a victory over the many-headed monster ehrob, if we 
refuse to wield those spiritual weapons. Impressed 
wkh this conviction, I have humbly attempted to de- 
fend by argument what I regard as the great funda- 
mental truths of Christianity. I have addressed my- 
self, not to the feelings, the passions y or the prejudices^ 
but to the understandings of my readers. 

In replying to the polemical sermons of the Rev. 
Dr. Bruce, I have endeavoured to meet every argu- 
ment which I considered material. The only subject 
which I have uot discussed, is the eternity of punish* 
ment. The Doctor's idea, that the wicked will be 
punished in hell for a certain period of time, and then 
annihilated, being a completely gratuitous assumption, 
and having no countenance from either Scripture or 
reason, I considered unworthy of a refutation. What 
reason to believe,, that the happiness of the righteous 
will be everlasting, and the misery of the wicked only 
temporary, when, in the very same passage,* the very 
^ame word in the original is employed to designate the 
duration of both ? With regard to the wicked, our 
Saviour assures us, that ^' their worm dies not, and the 
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ifjire i$ nei quenched J** Now, if the Doctor's idea be 
correctf the Redeemer's declaration is not true': for 
surely the worm of conscience will die^ when the snb* 
ject is annihilated — ^surely the fire of misery will be 
quenched^ when the nnhappy victims are all reduced 
to nothing ! Those who wish to see a triumphant 
defence of the eternity of future punishment, may 
consult ** Edvmrds against Chauncey^^^ and President 
Edwards' " Remarks.^^ 

Doctor B., in his preface, boasts of the progress of 
Arian principles, particularly in the Synod of Ulster. 
I am happy, however, to find, that the Synod has de- 
nied the truth of the charge, and very properly re- 
pelled it by a counter-declaration. The truth is, that 
in the Synod of Ulster, Arianism seems to be in the 
last stage of a consumption. When an Arian minister 
dies^ he is almost uniformly succeeded by one of ortho- 
dox principles. Of the Synod of Munster there is no 
room for boasting : that body appears to be reduced 
to a skeleton, and Arianism to be dying a natural death. 
That Arian principles have obtained the ascendency 
in Geneva, I believe is true ; but the tide is turned, 
and the Arians are endeavouring to stem it by perse- 
cution. The attempt however is vain : those who 
have drank the new wine of Arianism are turning 
from it with disgust, exclaiming, as they embrace their 
ancient principles, " The old is better /' ' i 

The reader of the following treatise will not sup- 
pose, that I mean to condemn every thing contained 
in the Doctor's sermons ; nor that I approve of all 
those sentiments which I have >io< opposed* The ser- 
mons reviewed contain many things which I not only 
approve but admire : particularly on the intercession 
of Christ and the doctrine of repentance. They also 
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cODtaia many things which I disapprove, but oil which 
my timits wpuld not allow me to animadvert. Should 
t)ie Doctor himself, or any of his friends, think proper 
to stand forward in defence of his principles, 
I may then have an opportunity of extending my 
animadversions. In the mean while, it is my heart's 
desire and prayer to God that he would render my 
bumble exertions instrumental in arresting the progress 
of error, and extending the triumphs of truth. "Arise, 
« O God, plead thine own cause*" 
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INTRODUCTORY CHAPTER. 



Objections to Dr. Bruce* s mode of managing the con- 
troversy. — Objection ist — Abusive epithets (wplied 
to^ his opponents, — Fanatics — Enthusiasts — Bigots. 

In the controversial Sermons of the Rev. Dr. Bruce, we 
would naturally expect fair, candid, and manly discussion. 
His reputation as a Divine, and celebrity as a scholar, 
would lead us to conclude, that he would never condescend 
to .excite vulgar prejudice by any of those low, mean arts, 
which too frequently characterise inferior controversialists. 
In these reasonable expectations we feel ourselves not a 
little disappointed. The Doctor's ntode of managing the 
controversy appears to me, in many respects, highly excep- 
tionable. I shall state my objections in order. 

OBJECTION I. 

J object to those abusive epithets with which he constantly 
loads Ids opponents. Fanatics, enthusiasts, and bigots, 
with him are quite common appellations — appellations 
which, it must be confessed, are but too well calculated to 
foment in the minds of his hearers Pharisaic pride • to rivet 
upon them the chains of th^ir prejudice ; and to inspire 
them with hatred, animosity, and contempt. 

Whilst the Doctor charges his opponents with fanaticism 
enthusiasm, d&c. he probably flatters himself, that he is 
quite free from those odious vices. It is possible, however, 
that he may be mistaken. Let us examine a few of his 
sentiments. 

In his first Sermon, (p. 6,) he assures us, that «* The 
" humblest rustic, who is in the habit of assiduously and 
•* seriously perusing his Bible, knows all that is known by 
V tibe wisest man upon earth of the^divine nature.— The 
« existence, attributes, and providence of God are his daily 
•• study," &c. ^ 
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Now, if all this be so, for what purpose have thousands 
of sermons been preached ? For What purpose have 
thousands *of treatises been written on those subjects ? — 
What becomes of Dr. darkens famous demonstration of the 
Being and Attributes of God ? What becomes of Aber- 
nethy's Sermons ? And, above all, what becomes of Dr, 
Bruce's own treatise ? — that treatise on the Being and At- 
tributes for which he expected the Aberdeen prize ? Why 
publish volumes upon volumes on the Being and Attributes 
of God, when the humblest rustic knows as much of the 
divine nature, as the wisest man upon earth ? — What egre^ 
gious trifling ! 

With regard to the same illiterate rustic, the Doctor as- 
sures us, that '' the scenes of nature are exliibited to his 
** mental eye — that he is taught the benevolent uses for 
<( which they were designed ; and how they demonstrate 
'« the wisdom, power, and goodness of their Creator — and 
** what more," he asks, " does the wisest philosopher knoiir 
** than this ? Make out an account of all his surplus know* 
«* ledge, and what does it amount to ?" 

Of course, Ray, Dcrham, Paley* and others, who wrote 
volumes on the wise ends and benevolent usesof the works 
of God, were all laborious triflers ! They knew nothing 
more on those subjects, than the humblest rustic ! Why 
then should the world be pestered any longer with such 
useless lumber ? All such treatises, according to Dr. B., 
are quite superfluous ? 

But this is not all — The Doctor's rustic is a character 
still more extraordinary. " He is conversant with all the 
*< authentic information which any' man possesses, of the 
" conduct of Providence in the government of nations." 

Indeed ! And does Dr. B. mean to assert, that diere is 
no authentic history in the world, but Scripture history ! 
Does he meati to assert, that the histories of Rollin, Robert- 
son, Gibbon, Mosheim, and a thousand others, give -the 
man of letters no advantage over the rustic, in contemplat- 
ing the wisdom of God in the conduct of Divine Providence? 
A strange and novel assertion indeed ! 

'FinaHy — ^The Doctor's rustic is not only on a level with 
the philosopher ; he is far above him ! — " He can look 



♦ Ray's Wisdom of Govl in the Works of Creation. Derham's Astr&- 
theology, and Physlco-tJjeology, and Paley"** Natural Theology, are 
the works referred to. 
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'* fi>ni(uurd to his end and destination with m much 8ubMitm' 
** tial knowledge^ and more confirmed (issurance* than the 
V man of letters." 

If this doctrine be true, then — Wo to learning ! Down 
wUh all Academies, Colleges and Universities ! Learning 
is no longer a blessing but a curse I What pious parent 
would send his son to a College or an Academy, if convinc- 
ed that, in these seminaries, no substantial knowledge can 
be acquired-^and that a liberal education, so far from being 
the handmaid of religion, would shake his son^s assurance 
with regard to hia prospects of endless glory ?* 

I acknowledge^ indeed, that learning, when not imbued 
with piety, is a dangerous thing. It has been the bane of the 
Religious world ; and the source of almost all the errors and 
heresies, with which the church of God has been hitherto 
infested. Those '' men who have crept into the church 
*' unawares, bringing in damnable heresies, denying the 
Loid that bought them," dec. have been, generally, men of 
learning ; but destitute of piety — ** ever learning, but never 
*^ able to come to the knowledge of the truth." 

All this, however, amounts to no proof, that ignorance is 
better than lecu-niog — and that a man '' should study to be* 
*' come a fooh a perfect simpleton in worldly matters," as 
the Doctor has taught ue in his second sermon. — On the 
eo&trary, Solomon's proverbs still remain true, ** For the, 
*< soul to be without knowledge is not good. — Wisdom 
<* excels folly as far as light excels darkness." 

The preference which Dr. 6. gives to the illiterate rustic 
is not more extraordinary, than his ideas respecting the ac- 
quisition of knowledge. In page 68 he assures us, that 
^* we are furnished by our Creator with an instinctive know- 
** ledge of certain necessary tratks, both natural and moral" 
—And in page 74 he asserts, ^' Such knowledge of the 
*^ qualities and uses of things about us, as is necessary to 
«* subsistence, is easily acquired by instinct) or a simple ap> 
«' phcation of qui: corporeal senses ; such religious truths, 
** also, as are essential to godliness and eternal life, are 
*' readily discovered or apprehended by conscience, or learn- 



* In the subsequent paragraph, tlie Doctgf speaks of *< a view of 
creation, &c.'^— a view ditptrs^d^9. view accumulattd^-vi view deliver" 
td. In order to prove bis favourite point — tliat the bible-reading peas* 
ant is superior to the man of letters— -did he really conceive it necessary 
to abandQn his own accuia«y by making such a massacre of language f 
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'< ed from scripture by the exercise of our reason) and oar 
" moral faculties." 

Instinctive knowledge of truths both natural and moral ! 
Acquiring knowledge by instinct! — Discovering truth by 
conscience i — Learning truths, not only by reason, but<by 
our moral facuUies ! — These are new things under the 
•un.* 

In his epistle dedicatory the Doctor writes thus : «* For 
«• my own part, 1 am more afraid of singularity, than ambi- 
" tious of originality. I have always felt a dread of deal- 
*< ing out my own crude conceptions for your spiritual 
*' nourishment ; and have preferred food, that had been 
" well concocted by more skilful^ hands," &,c. 

Without waiting to inquire whether food previously con- 
cocted by other hands be most/hutritive — or whether hands 
be the proper organs of concoction — I may venture to 
alErm, that the passages on which I have been animadvert- 
ing Were never concocted by any hands but the Doctor's. 
Though, in the sermons under review, there is Hftle origi- 
n.ality, yet the sentiments quoted above roust be acknow- 
ledged to be completely original. Nobody, I presume, will 
be so uncharitable as to suspect, that any of *' those emi* 
•« nent ministers^ Holiday and his {Dr. B,^s) grandfather^ 
(' Drennan and Brown^ Mackay and Crombie, ^^-^or that 
tiny other member of tlie Antrim Presbytery, ever taught 
doctrines so unphilosophical, so hostile to learning. 

Without any proof, our learned author politely stigma- 
tises his opponents, as fanatics and enthusiasts. With great 



* From a dirine, who assumes the right to look down with contempt 
on so learned, and so respectable a body, as the Synod of Ulster — (aft 
the Doctor does in his late speech before the projirieiors of the Belfast 
Academical Institution) — from a divine, who superciliously charac- 
terises the Ulster Synod, as having no claims cither to science or lite- 
rature, we would naturally expect a more favourable specimen of 
literary and scientific talent, than we find exhjbit^d in the sermona 
under review; and particularly in the preceding quotRiinns. What 
minister — what probationer— what student of the Synod of Ulster, doe» 
not know that the doctrine of innate ideas, or instinctive knowledge, it 
long since exploded ? The veriest smatterer in metaphysics knows 
that the idea of acquiring knowledge by instinct is ahsuid. He knowt 
that progressive improvement is utterly incompatible with instinct. He 
knows that conscience is a witness: he knows th.'it conscience is a 
judge: and he knows also, that whatever metaphysical account may 
be given of it, no metaphysician was ever so foolish as to imagine that 
its office is — the discovert op tritth. Finafly, he knows that 
truths can bo learned by no moral faeuU^ dMnct from reason. 
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remot, I would entreat him to lay aside <* that inordintle 
self-love which we indulge for ourselves;"* and to read 
with candour the preceding remarks ; be will then proba" 
biy be convinced, that his cwu doctrines are not quite so 
£'ee from fanaticism and enthusiasm, as he at first imagined. 
Re wiD probably see reason for being more sparing in the 
use of such opprobrious epithets in future. He will perceive 
the propriety of*' casting first the beam out of his own eye, 
'^ that he may see more clearly to pull the mote out of bit 
** brother's eye." 

On the epithet bigot, so liberally bestowed by the Doc- 
tpr> tl shall now offer a few remarks. *' Bigot," says an 
eloquent American writer, ** is a brand of infamy, not less 
" than infidel er heretic ; and quite as freely applied. Se- 
*' rious as the subject is, one can hardly forbear smiling at 
*^ the mistakes we are apt to commit in estimating our own 
«* characters. There are no more> decided bigots on earth, 
•* than those who are bigoted to liberality." 

That these observations are perfectly appropriate, the fol- 
lowing paragraph (p. 52, 53) will clearly evince. '< If then, 
'* any candid and inquisitive person be desirous of knowing 
** what light may be obtained from the researches of leam- 
** ed and pious, men > I do not advise him to resort to coun- 
*' cilS) nor any other assemblies of divines ; because they 
'* all differ from each other, and have generally been con- 
«* vened for the purpose of fomenting discord, and sup- 
'* pressing free inquiry, or to promote some political view. 
<* Neither do I recommend commentators and controver- 
sial writers ; for these are generally warped by their 
attachment to some human system of doctrin6) which 
has been engrailed on the word of God ; and are« in 
*' general, the most strenuous advocates for some favourite 
system, for which they wish to be distinguished as cham- 
pions. For the same reason, you should not consult any 
authors, who are deeply involved in controversy, or 
*« bound to any human profession of faith. But therd are 
«( some paraphrases, which express the sense of scripture 
«< in plainer, tnore intelligible or more modern language 
than our translation, without enlarging on particular 
topics. These m^iy be applied to with profit) if their 
authors be men of liberal sentiments, and not servilely 
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* The Doctor's own language, — ^Being and Attribute!, (p. IM.) 
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" devoted to any particular sect or denomination. Of Uiis 
*• class are some of the most distinguished authors in our 
*< language, and most eminent philosophers of modem 
** times, neither influenced by sectarian prejudicesi nor fet- 
♦* t^red hy professional trammels. There are some men of 
" this character in almost every church ; men wh(5, from 
*< principlor prejudice, or interest, adhere to its forms and 
** doctrines in genera], but keep themselves at liberty to 
•* exercise the right of private judgment on particular ques- 
'* tions. These authors, though justly chargeable with 
" ^ome degree of insincerity by their respective churches, 
*« and of timidity by more resolute Christians, are, upon 
*« the whole, among the safest guides.*' 

Such is the liberality and candour of our learned author. 

Solomon thought, that *< in the multitude of counsellors 
" there is safety ;" but Dr. B. is of a dilTerenl opinion. 
He does not allow his hearers to consult councils, or as- 
semblies of divines. By this means he contrives to keep 
out of their hands such books as the Westminster Confes- 
sion of Faith, Catechisms, larger and shorter, the Articles 
and Homilies of the Church of England, &c. 

Again ; he prohibits the perusal of authors bound fo any 
human confession of faith. By this measure he proscribes^ 
at once, all books written by the divines of the Church of 
England, the Church of Scotland, or any other church 
requiring subscription,* 

Once more ; he proscribes another large class of books 
— xvL COMMENTARIES WHATEVER ! None of his hoarcrs 
must look into commentaries. All such works are entirely 
prohibited. 

Still farther he proscribes, Ist, ** Controversial writers, 
and, 2ndly, *' Authors deeply involved in controversy. 
By the proscription of those two classes — two, I mean, 
according to the Doctor's arrangement — he prudently 
keens out of the hands of his hearers the works of th« 



if 

9» 



* I have subscribed a coififession of faith ; my writings are therefore 
useless. Dr. 6. has proscribed them. He has prohibited his hearcrt 
from reading any such books. Before this sentence of proscription is 
executed, I would say, " St'rike,but hear.'* Hear my defence of creeds^ 
and confessions before you condemn them. My defence is before the* 
public. It has silenced one Antitrinitarian opponent. If Dr. B. choose 
to renew the attack,. the field is open. If he decline entering the lists* 
I shall consider my reasoning in favour of confessions equal, at least, 
to his ipse dioni against them. 
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nost eminent independent divines. Dr. Owen, President 
Edwards, Fuller, Wardlaw, and many such lights, must all 
be extinguished. Dr. B. has condemned them to be '' put 
under a bushel." Why ? — they are either '* controversial 
writers," or ♦* authors deeply involved in controversy.'* 
Lei us not, however, imagine that our author meant to pro- 
hibit the controversial writings of Arians. By no means. 
That he did not mean to prohibit their controversial wri- 
tings, 48 evident from two decisive facts. 1st. If he had 
intended to proscribe their writings, he would not havo 
countenanced the republication of the controversial ser- 
mons of Price and Channing. 2ndly. He would not have 
published, and put into the hands of his hearers, Ms oum 
eontrotersial sermons. 

. Magowan, in his letters to Priestly, happily blending hu- 
mour with good sense, says : ** I heartily concur with you 
•♦ ih believing the Bible to be the only rule ; ^ and, to adopt 
•* your own words, sincerely wish that all persons, of all 
« sects and parties, would study their Bibles more, and 
** bodks of controversy less ; yet, I shall have no objection 
** to all people) of all sects, reading what may pass between 
'Kyouand me. I am ready to think, indeed, that it is usual 
'* for polemic writers to suppose that all books of contro- 
♦* versy are hurtful, except those of which they themselyes 
•« happen to be the authors." 

Agreeably to these judicious remarks, it is quite evident 
that Dr. B. regards as hurtful, and therefore proscribes, all 
books of controversy, except his ovm and those of his Arian 
brethren /-^An admirable plan indeed ! and well calculated 
to promote the Arian system ! 

Such are the books prohibited by our learned author : — 
1 . All books published by councils and general assemblies. 
— 2, All books published by the Ministers of the Church of 
England, the Church of Scotland, or any other church that 
requires subscription to a confession of faith. — 3. All com- 
mentaries. — 4. All controversial books, except those pub- 
lished by himself and his brethren. Such is the Index Ex- 
purgotiorius* of Dr. Bruce ! — yes, of that Dr. Bruce who 
interlards his sermons with the opprobrious epithets of 
enthusiasts, fanatics, and bigots ! 



* The Index Expurgatoriut was a catalogue of ihoM books prohibit- 
•d by tbs Church of Rome. , 
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. It myit be granted^ indeed) that whilst our author prc^- 
bits commeDtaries, he does not prohibit all books^ Witk 
certain qualifications and restrictiofls, he tolerates the use 
of paraphrases. Why he should prohibit the one class and 
tolerate the other, is not so clear. That commentators are 
more warped by attachment to human systems than par» 

Ehrasts, is by no means self-evident. Besides, Dr. Camp*' 
ell, (a divine no less eminent than Dr. B.) in his Philoso^ 
phy of Rhetoric, condemns paraphrases^ as calculated to 
weaken and dilute the meaning of the sacred oracles ; and, 
on that accounts gives to comntentaries a decided prefer- 
ence. But, waiving these things, it must be acknowledged 
that our author has not prohibited aU books ; that, under 
certain restrictions, he has tolerated paraphrases — and. pa- 
raphrases too, written by the members of difierent churches : 
but what sort of members ? Not those who conscientiously 
believe the principles they profess ; but men who, tam]^F>- 
ing with their own conscience, burst the trammels of their 
profession — men who cowardly and bypocciticaUy subscribe 
orthodox creeds, whilst they teach a different kind of doc- 
trine ! Is not this the plain meaning of the Doctor ? If not, 
I shpuld be glad to know what be means. According/to 
Dr. B., — ^if I do not mistake his meaning, and I (Nresurae I 
do not,- — a cowardly hypocrite, subscribing one class of 
doctrines, and teaching another, is '* upon the whole among 
the safest guides" — a safer guide than the orthodox minis- 
ter, who conscientiously believes, and sincerely teaches, the 
doctrines he has subscribed ! Such is the liberality of that 
divine who so liberally bestows on his neighbours the epi-- 
thet — BIGOTS ! 

Dr. B. censures those, who '* neither read nor listen to 
'* any thing that is inconsistent with their distinguishing 
'* tenets, and who esteem it .in abomination to read a book 
** written by one of an opposite persuasion" — obsoLving^ 
" that implicit faith is no longer the peculiar characteristic 
<< of the Romish communion. It is equally prevalent amoug 
<^ Protestants of this description, and renders them equally 
«' invulnerable to (by) reason and inaccessible to argument." 
May not such characters turn round, and, with a sarcastic 
sneer, reply, *' Physician, heal thyself?" What Protestant 
divine of any denomination— what priest — what Pope — 
ever made so bold an attempt to stop up the avenues of 
knowledge — to render men invulnerable by reason, and in- 
accessible to argument*-to wrap them up in the impene- 
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traUe veil of an implicit faith— and, in a word, to consti* 
lute them fanatics, enthusiasts, and bigots ? 

OBJECTION 11. 

Dr. B. meanly attempts to raise a prejudice against his 
opponents, bj raking together the most foolish and absurd 
things found in their writings, during a period of three him* 
dred yeafs. lie quotes, for instance, from the Monthly 
Repository, the following absurd expressions of Luther: 
•' Christ became the greatest transgressor, murderer, thief^ 
** rebel, and blasphc\ner, that ever was, or could be, in the 
•* whole world ; for be, being made a sacrifice for the sins 
** of the whole world, is not now an innocent person, and 
•• without sin."* • 

In an unguarded moment did such absurd, I had almost 
said blasphemous, expressions drop from the pen of Luther 
the reformer. What then ? Are they believed ? are they 
adopted ? By no means. They are, so far as I know, uni* 
▼ersally condemned. Why do our opponents ransack the 
archives of antiquity ; select detached sentences from musty 
volumes which few possess ; and attack rash and unguarded 
sentiments, which none believe ? Why do they expend all 
their strength in attacking those weak or, foolish sayings^ 
which have been a thousand tiroes attacked, and which no- 
body will defend ? If they think they are able to oppose 
the orthodox faith, why do they not come forward, and 
attack it as men ? Why do they not attack the doctrines of 
the Church of England* as contained in her articles and ho- 
milies ? Why do they not attack the doctrines of the Church 
of Scotland, as contained in the Westminster confession of 
faith, and catechisms larger, and shorter ? Why are they 
so shy, so cautious, and so timid in attacking those subordi- 
nate standards ? Why do they attack them so seldom, arid ' 
So* slightly ? They know, that they contain the real senti- 
nsents of the great body of the orthodox — sentiments, which 
thousands are willing and able and ready to defend. 

Again : Why do not our exponents attack our standard 



* All that Luther meant was, that'our blessed Redeemer stood in 
the room of the murderer, the thief, ^c. so as to bear the penalty of' 
tlwir sins. The Apostle, says, "he was made sin for us!'' LuthQi 
layst '*be became a sinner for us/^ The mennin^ of both is, that ho 
became a su^stiiuiionary sin-offering. I do iiotj however, d«feu4 
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work8» both of the last and the present century ? Why dp 
they not attack an Edwards, a t'uller, and a Wardlaw^ a 
Scott) and a Magee ? Dr. B. never looks such champions 
in the face ; but with gfeal magnanimity he attacks a few 
antiquated sentiments — sentiments a thousand tiaies at<- 
tacked, and long since abandoned. 

<* Thfice Ire rtrtrtert «fl his fort— * 
^ And tfariM' bi'sl««^ tlM rfoiii !" 

I will not ioakate Dr. B« I will not pdlute my pagoi bf 
recording the absurd and blasphemous eitpres^iona of Anw 
and bis followers^ I will not attack the dead\ but Ihcf U9* 
mg, I will show to the world, that our venerable r«ftrdieiv 
were not the only men, in whose voluminous writings a few 
unguarded or foolish expressions may be fotmdw I will 
make it appear that even Arian Doctors, now in the iikl» 
teenth century, are not altogether exempted from thisaoafr* 
iQon frailty of our nature, and that the learned Dr« B* btdl^ 
self is not quite infallible. A few quotations from his Woflm 
win show, that, in writing silly and absurd things^ ha isoal 
behind '* the very chief est'*'' of our reformers. 

In his Treatise on the Being and Attributes,, (p* 88^ 89^) 
the Doctor denominates creation, ^^ thai supermweaU^ 
fovoer^ When we read a few sentences forthervwa fiiMJ 
bim declaring* that other '^ aeta may require Moaa p^tOMf 
**^ than creation itself''^ Having thus compared tbasa dtf» 
ferent acts of power ; and having shown us tbal etfaef aoti 
nay be greater than the superlative act; he gravely iafbrsMI 
ms that it is '' idle to pretend to compare Ihings thsl^M 
^ unknown, and to institute a comperison belween degt«ta 
•* of power, when they are all equally incomprehenaiUkri'^ 

He compares acts of power, and then tells us thai it la 
idle to compare them ! He pfockounees one to be tha 
superlative act, and then tells us, that-etheraetfi-nasr ba 
gredter ! And all this confusion of ideas is exhibited in 
that very specimen, inserted in the Belfast News-L^tteri fot 
the purpose of showing off, and recommendiog the Daetor's 
Treatise. 

Passing over the two next sentences) we find him writing 
thus: 

" The power that could produce a single plant, is a sul^ 
•• ject of wonder. Its structure and growths the expansiaii 
^^ of the leaves, the penciling of the flowers, the ripening 
** Qf the fruit, and, above all> the mysterious configuration 



t* of ^ seed, are alike intibkable and inexj^lieable by ^i^i 
*' most ingenious naturalist.'* 

In this paragraph the Doctor declares, that all the eir- 
cumstances mentioned are alike inimitable and inexplica- 
ble; and yetviu the very same paragraph* he affirms diat 
tiiey are not alike inimitable : The configuration of the seed 
is ixbove aU ! 

Dr. B. commences his abstract proof of the Being and 
AftHhstes of God thus : (p. 27.) *« In order to lay a firm 
•• foundation for proving the existence of God, we must 
••carry back our thoughts beyond the period of creatiQi^, 
** into that vast vacuity, that dark abyss vi^ithout matter or 
*» motion, where time itself stood still. The mind is swal- 
*• lowed up in its own idea. It feels a similar vacuum 
*« within itself, the same darkness, the same inanity, thQ 
•« same inactivity : yet here we must lay the corner-stona 
'* of th6 universe ; here must we seek for the cause of all 
••things. In this unsubstantial void of metaphysical ah* 
*• straction, let us look out for some fixed point, on which 
■•* we may rest, till we bring the world into being, and put 
**■ the mighty machine in motion. This point is our own 
«* existence.*' 

In this beautiful paragraph, the Doctor directs us to cany 
back otfr thoughts beyond the period of creation, into that 
vast vacuity, that dark abyss without matter or motion, 
where time itself stood still. In this vast vacuity w« must 
locA out for some fixed point, on which we may rest, till 
we bring the world into being, and put the mighty machine 
In motion.; and this point is our own existence. So then, 
the vast vacuity was no vacuity ; for our own existence was 
a fixed point in it ! — So then, we existed before we exist- 
ed 1 — we existed before the creation ! — ^before there was 
any matter, or any motion ! — where time itself stood still J— 
and upon our own existence we take our stand ! 

Our author assures us, that in reflecting upon this <* vast 
»ffctti<y," the mind feels a similar vacuum within itself— the 
same darkness— the same inanity — the same inactivity* 
That the Doctor's mind felt aH this, no person who reads 
the. preceding paragraph can reasonably doubt. 

It is impossible to dismiss the passage under raview with- 
out remarking, that it is the commencement of the Doctor*fl 
a1>stract proof of the Bein^ and Attributes of God — the 
most important part of that proof, for which he modestly 
expected the Aberdeen prize ! 
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From our author's Treatise on the Being and Attributesi 
let us now turn our attention to his polemical sermons, that 
▼olume, on which I design more particularly to animadvert. 

In page 19th, he assures us that the Almighty, through 
the medium of the Jews, '' communicated to the whole 
•* world a full declaration of his will,'^ a free dispensation of 

grace, and a glorious immortality, reserved for ^ his 

feithful servants by the Lord Jesus Christ.'* 

What ! did the Almighty ever communicate through the 
Jews, a full declaration of his will to the whole world ? 
Neveb t One quarter of the wc^rld has never yet enjoyed 
this privilege. 

Did the Almighty ever communicate through the Jews, 
a free dispensation of grace to the whole world ? Nevj^ ! 
One quarter of the globe has never yet enjoyed this privi- 
lege. 

Did the Almighty ever communicate through the Jews, 
a glorious immortality to the whole world ? Never! Had 
be communicated a <' glorious immortality" to the whole 
world, the whole world was consequently saved! A com-* 
fortable doctrine indeed, and sufficiently liberal ! But how 
does it accord with the doctrine which the same Dr. B. 
teaches ? (p. 49.) It is stated thus : ** But it is a strange 
** imagination, that our Saviour should leave this world as 
•* he found i<, ignorant of those essential principles, with- 
" out which they could not be saved." 

What sentence was ever written by Luther, by Calvin, or 
by any of our reformers, half so absurd or uncharitable as . 
this ? — A sentence as inconsistent with liberality as with 
grammar. What ! Did Jesus Christ find the world ignorant 
of those essential principles without which they could not 
be saved ? If so — tremendous idea ! — so long as they had 
previously remained in that state, the whole human family 
were damned ! 

When Dr. B. finished his volume of sermons^ he pro- 
nounced it consistent both with itself and the gospel. (See 
preface* p. 2.) — How far it is entitled to so high an enco- 
mium, let the reader of the preceding pages judge. 

The quotations I have given — and I have given only a 
few — are sufficient to show, that were I to rake together 
all the foolish and absurd things .written by Dr. B. ; and 
were I Ho imitate the example he has set me, by ransacking 
the writings of Arians for centuries past ^ it *would be an 
easy thing to exhibit a picture a thousand times more dark 
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and gloomj) than that exhibited in .the Doctor's sermooi. 
For every foolish or absurd expression found in the writings 
of Luther, Calvin, or any other eminent reformer, I wUl 
-engage to point out ten in the same number of pages v^t- 
ten by the learned Doctor. Are we accountable for all the 
foolish or absurd things virrittcn by any of our venerable re- 
formers ? No more accountable than modem Arians are 
accountable — than the Antrim Presbytery is accountable, 
for all the foolish and absurd things written by the Ex-prin- 
cipal of the Belfast Academy. 

I come now to 

OBJECTION m. ' 

/ 

In opposing the orthodox, our author resorts to another 
stratagem, still more despicable. He not only rakes together 
— or rather retails — the most foolish and absurd expres- 
sions, found in their writings for centuries past ; but he 
jnisrepresents, misstates, and puts in their mouths, senti- 
ments which they never entertained, never uttered, never 
wrote. He forms a man of straw', knocks him down, and 
shouts victory. He forges sentiments, and triumj^hantly 
exposes them. Whilst flourishing away in this manner, his 
superflcial reader thinks he sees orthodoxy bending under 
his manly blows, and crumbling under his victorious feet. 

These severe and heavy charges, the following quotations 
will fully Siubstantiate. 

In page 86, he declaims thus : ** How can* men bear to 
*^ hear this glorious and holy Being blasphemed, and to 
*< have their own sacred feelings insulted, by being told, 
« that mankind were created, only to be plunged into the 
** abyss of hell, to wallow in lakes of inextinguishable fire, 
«* and writhe in ever-during torments ?" 

But in the name of candour and common sense, where 
did Dr. B. ever hear such blasphemy ? No where !-> 
Who preaches such blasphemy ? Nobody !-— If the meiooi- 
bers of the first Presbyterian congregation in Belfast believe 
such rhapsodies, they must be extremely credulous indeed — 
they must regard their fellow Christians, not as men^ but as 
monsters. 

In the same licentious strain of invective, he proceeds 
thus: (Appendix, p. 313.) 

" All these feelings may be indulged with enthusiasm, in 

<* thegoodsenseofUiatword, without beingshocked by cruel 

3 
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<*and uorelentiDg decrees, an unjust and tyrannical flaen** 
** fice, the ruin of human nature, and the eternal torments 
*• of mankind, without regard to principle or conduct." 

To say nothing of the blasphemous epithets, cmel, unre^ 
luting, unjust, and tyrannical^ applied to the decrees of 
Gpd, and the atonement of his Son ;. who ever believed io 
** the eternal torments of mankind^ vnthout r£gard to prin^ 
*' eipk or conduct ?" Who ever taught that monstrous 
doctrine ? Nobody.— No Jew, no Heathen, no Mahome- 
tan, no Christian, of any denomination, ever taught it, or 
ever believed it ! It is .an insult on Christianity, and an out- 
»rage on common sense. 

Another extraordinary specimen of invective against error 
which no where exists, is exhibited in the Doctor's second 
sermon on the atonement, (page 244.) 

" Beside the controverted doctrines which have already 
" passed under review, there is one detestable opinion, 
•* which has been hitherto overlooked as unworthy of dis- 
<< cussion. There are? at this day, and. in these countries, 
<* a multitude of wretched and ignorant enthusiasts, whose 
«' pernicious fanaticism engages them to delight in the pre- 
«* valence of vice. Considering the conversion of every in- 
" dividual sinner as a miraculous and instantaneous opera- 
** tion of the holy spirit, they glory in their rapid progress 
<« towards the extremes of desperate wickedness, imagining 
<* that every step brings them nearer to the period of their 
<* conversion, and makes them fitter objects for the grace of 
*« God. The profligate votary of fanaticism rejoices in the 
«', indulgence of his most criminal passions, and in the in- 
" creasing depravity of his heart, looking forward to his in- 
" voluntary, and indeed imaginary conversion. The fanatic, 
t' who has already undergone this wonderful operation, ex- 
*« presses his satisfaetipn at the depravity of his neighbour, 
" as the surest presage of an approaching restoration, while, 
«' with respect to himself, he indulges his basest and most 
'* pernicious propensities, under a persuasion that he can 
"never fall frorh his state of grace ; and throws up the 
" reins to his licentious passions, lesf any attempt at moral 
'* virtue should seem to question the efficacy, or control the 
** progress of that heavenly guide, who has condescended 
's to undertake the government of his soul. He supiplicatea 
" the pardon of God for every instance of reliance on the 
'* practice of virtue for divine mercy or favour, of wiucb he 
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*^ may Have heen guilty, and continues to fiitt that gHM 
** Qiay abound." 

But, in the name of wonder— Who etitertains that " de- 
testable- opinion y*^ which the Doctor here describes ? Who 
is infected with that " dire superstition y^* which he lierc 
exposes ? Where is that multitude of wretched and igno- 
rant enthusiasts, which be here denounces ? — He assures 
us, that tbese enthusiasts exist at tkis dap, and in these 
countries. With great respect, I call npon him to point 
them out. Till this be done, I shall feel myself justified in 
regarding the whole as a fiction — burlesque on reUgUm — 
satire on the age and country in which Hive, 

From these vague defamatory invectives, let.us now turn 
our attention to more particular misrepresentations and 
calumnies. 

A principal object of attack is Calvin.* That great re- 
former, he assures xn^, was a Supraiapsariati. But this ia 
not true. That Calvin was a Sublapsarian, all his works 
prove. Those who doubt may consult his book on Predes- 
tination, page 978 ; his Institutes^ book iii. chap. 23. see. 
'3 ; and his commentarv on Rom. iz. 21. ^* Hath' not the 
*« potter power over the clay, o^ the same lump to make 
** one vessel unto honour, and another unto dishonour.*' 
Bupralapsarians say, that the lump mentioned in this text 
means the lump of created existence ; but Sublapsarians 
maintain that it means the lump of fallen nature. This 
is Calvin's opinion ; and it proves that the Doctor's charge 
of Supralapsarianism is groundless. 

Equally groundless is the assertion* that Calvin said) *' 1 
confess that this is a horrible decree." The word "Ae^- 
rible^^'* is a mistranslation. The Latin word " JlomKfe,*' 
has various significations. Ohe of tiiem is— awful. In 
this acceptation it was used by Calvin. Is it not uncsDdid 
•—is it not absurd — to suppose, that Calviri used the word 
in a sense, contrary to his own acknowledged principles ? 
But Calvin must be made *' an offender for a lemi." 
Every word, hi which there is the slightest ambiguity^ must 



* <<Ca!uim>y,'' snys Dideret/'viwiithcs at the deatlr of an d&seura 
mart ; but »t the iirn-of thft iUuttrliMi6«b« isffiernally busy; raking hit 
ashes with a pontan). even af^es after fleaih." Never was thia obtfr- 
vatioa raore strikingly vtrHied thaa in iba casa of Calvib. 
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be put to the rack, anc[ a meaning extorted from it) which 
the venerable reformer never contemplated.* 

Affother gross misrepresentation of Calvin, we find in 
the Appendix, p. 307. It stands thus — ** Calvin denies 
*< that there is any difference between prcterition and re- 
** probation. Quos Deus praeterit reprobat.*' Now, Calvin 
denies no such thing ; and the English reader will be as- 
tonished to hear, that the Latin quotation proves no such 
thing. The literal meaning of it is this : Whom God passes 
by he reprobates. 

Now, if Calvin's assertion, ** Whom God passes by he 
^^ reprobates i^^ prove that there is no difference between 
preterition and reprobation ; then the Apostle's assertion, 
'« Whom the Lord loves he chastens j^^ equally proves, that 
there is no difference between love and chastisement. The 
cases are exactly parallel. The absurdity in both is the 
same. 'The person who would draw either the one infer- 
ence or the other, must either betray his ignorance or dis- 
honesty. With equal truth and justice, Br. B. might charge 
the Apostle Paul with denying, that there is any difference 
between foreknowledge j predestination, calling, justifica- 
tion and glorification. *' Whom he did foreknow, (Rom. 
** viii. 29.) he also did predestinate." Therefore, there is 
no difference between foreknowledge and predestination 
— ** Whom he did predestinate them he also called." 
Therefore there is no difference between predestination and 
calling, dt.c. Such is Dr. B.'s logic \ 

If in the preceding quotation the Dr. has deceived the 
English reader, the deception is still more flagrant in his 
statement of the articled of the Synod of Dort. The pre- 
tended articles given by Dr. B. (Appendix, p. 305,) ocoupjr 
only half a page ; the real articles would fill a dozen of 
pages. The real articles will be found in Scott's Remarks 
on the Refutation of Calvinism. They are a most inte- 
resting document, written with great caution and judgment, 
but too long for insertion. The articles given by Dr. 6. are 
a most shameful misrepresentation of the Synod's doctrines. 



* Calvin^s ^ korribile deeretum/* hat met with no mercy .i—Ie has 
been attacked a thousand times. Bishop Tomline, Bishop Mant, Dr, 
Miliar, Dr. Graves, and almost every writer against Calvinismi assail 
it. How weak must their cause be« wbep, in defence of it| tliey ar^ 
phliged to wield such weapons. 
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The firdt of them is no less than eighteen condensed info 
- one. In reference to it, I shall here quote the following 
appropriate observations of Scott. 

** These eighteen articles concerning predestination, are 
<« abbremted by Dan. Tilenus, reported by 'Heylyn, and 
•< deliberately adopted by his Lordship, (Fishop Tomline,) 
*' in the following single article.** 

OF PREDESTINATION. 

<* That God, by an absolute decree, hath elected to 6al- 
•^ ration, a very small, number of men, without any regard 
*• to their faith and obedience whatsoever ; and secluded 
** from saving grace all the rest of mankind, and appointed 
♦* them by the same decree to eternal damnation, without 
*« any regard to their infidelity and impenitency." 

**I have long been aware," says Scott, " that there is • no 
<' new thing under the sun ;' and that * speaking all manner 
** of evil falsely,' of the disciples of Christ, is no exception 
** to this rule ; and that misrepresenting and slandering 
«* men called Calvinists,* has been very general, ever since 
** the term was invented : but I confess, 1 never before met 
'« with so gross, so barefaced, and inexcusable a misrepre- 
** sentation as this, in all my studies of modern controversy. 
« It can only be equalled by the false testimony borne 
*<* against Jesus and his apostles, as recorded in holy 
*i writ. But, is that cause likely to be in itself good, and 
•* of God, which needs to be supported by so unhallowed 
" weapons ?*' 

That Scott'g remarks are by no means too severe, the 
following observations will clearly show. In the forged 
article, on which Scott animadverts, and which is the same 
with that given by Dr. B. we are told, " That God, by an 
'' absolute decree, hath elected to salvation a very smalt 
number of men." In the genuine article it is, a certain 
nun^fcr of men. In the forged article we are told, that the 
rest are appointed to eternal damnation, Without any regard 
to their infidelity and impenitency. In the genuine article 
the Divines declare, *' that the non-elect God hath passed 
** by and decreed to leave in the common misery, into which 
•« they had, by their own fault, cast themselves, uid at 
** length, not only on account of their unhelirf, but also of 
** <iZI their other eins^ to condemn ftnd eternally punish, to 
*< the manifestation of his own juHiceJ^ 

3* 
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The forgery says, <' withoat any regard to their h^lddHf 
«* and impenitency ; the true article says, *' on account of 
*< their unbelief and all their other sins /" 
r The second of the spurious articles given by Dr. B. 
omits the following important statement of the true article^ 
^' This death of the Son of God is a single and most perfect 
^' sacrifice and satisfaction for sins, of infinite value and 
«* price, abundantly sufficient to expiate the sins of the 
** whole world." 

The third spurious article given by Dr. B. is one tissue 
of forgery and falsehood. 

it asserts, first, that ** by Adam's fall his posterity lost 
** their free will ;" the genuine article asserts no such thing. 
The spurious article asserts, " that Adam's posterity are 
*"' put to an unavoidable necessity to do or not to A6^ what- 
** soever they do or do not, whether it be good or evil ;'* 
the genuine'^rticle asserts no such thing. The spuriqus ar- 
ticle adds : '' being thereunto predestinated by the eternal 
'* and effectual secret decree of God." The genuine arti* 
cle asserts no such thing. No Calvinistic article asserts, 
that mem are predestinated to sin by an effectual decree. 

I might thus go over all the spurious articles ; but the re- 
marks made are sufficient to prove, that they are an €n/a- 
mous fabrication* 

Shameful as this forgery is, it appeal's^ that others still 
more injurious were published by the enemies of Calvinism. 
For the truth of this charge I appeal to themselves — I ap- 
peal to a late celebrated Anti-Calvinistic writer, the Lord 
Bishop of Lincoln. His words are these : " This is the 
*' shortest, and withal the most favourable summary, which 
** I have hitherto met with, of the conclusions of this Sy- 
^' nod ; that which was drawn up by the Remonstrants in 
" their antidotum being muqh more large, and comprehend- 
** ing many things by way of inference, which are not post- 
«• tively expressed in the words themselves." 

From this declaration of his Lordship it appears, that 
the summary, or rather forgery, on which we have been ani- 
madverting, is not the worst — that the antidotum was still 
more injurious. 

1 would ask in the words of Scott. ^< Would not the 
<< ve?y articles published by the Synod itself^ being produ- 
'^ ced or commented on, have been far more like d^fair and 
(( equitablo conduct toward it, than any abbremation or an-- 
<' tidotuniy drawn up by its avowed opponents? I trust 



^f^t^^m "J » ■■•■ "^ ■ H^iw ■•w^mpr^^^M 



>1 

!* fueh would have bees the comkiet of most Calvinkts^ JH 
.*^ recording the proceedings of an Anti-Calvinistic Synod-s 
** but it seemg) Calvinists are exceptions to all rules, and 
** have no right to expect fair and equitable treatment from 
*« other men." 

• If Tilenus, Heylyn, and the Bishop of Lincoln desenro 
imch c^nsure-^and no candid reader will deny that they 
do — ^how much more reprehensible is the conduct of Dr. 
B. ? The articles recorded by the Doctor were acknow- 
ledged by Tilenus, Heylyn, and the Bishop, to be only an 
iihbrem€UUm ; but Dr. B. makes no such acknowledgdioill* 
He inserts them as the real and^emdue articles vfthe Sy^ 
nod nfDortl Scott exposed the fraud t Scott detected tho 
forgery : and, after 311, Dr. B. comes forward, and endeav- 
ours to palm it on the world, as ^^emiiiie doctrine rf thai 
cdebrated Synod ! 

Having witnessed the Doctor^s treatmeni of the Synod 
of Dort, let us now see how he treats the Westminster As- 
sembly. To misrepresent their confession, bsing a book 
in general circulation, one would suppose somewhat hazard- 
ous. The Doctor, however, has made the experimeat 
on the third, fourth, and fifth sections of the third chapter. 

In P. 172, he exhibits the following mutilated, transposed, 
and scandalously garbled account of them. 

'* By the decree of God, for the manifestation of his glory, 
*« some men and angels are foreordained to everlasting 
*^ death, and others to everlasting life, without any foresiglj| 

of faith or good works, or perseverance in either ; or any 

other thing in the creature, as conditions, or causes, 
*' moving him thereunto." 

By thus garbling and transposing, the Doctor succeeds 
in creating an ambiguity. He then avsuls himself of the 
ambiguity which himself has produced, and palms upon the 
Westminster Divines a sentiment which they never entertain* 
ed nor published. Page 174, he ^writes thus: "He 
'* (Christ) proclaims, that whoever believeth on him shall 
*' not perish, but have everlasting life — but here we learn, 
'< that the smallest number have been ordained to Hie, and 
** the greater part to endless perditipn, without- any foro- 
*' sight of their faith or perseverance." And again (P. 
181) — "The majority of Christians are foreordained to 
" everlasting deathi without any foresight of faith and good 
** works." 

In these quotations, he makes the Divines assort, what 
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ikef kavd no where Asserted^-** Uint some men tttA sngels 
<< are foreordained to everlasting deativ, without any fere- 
<f eight of &ith or good works." The Divities were inca- 
pable ofisuch an assertion*^hey were ineapfll>le ef wrli^g 
such nonsense — nonsense, which the Doctor again and 
again palms upon them. They speak of the foreseen fidtb 
and good works of those who are saced, — Th» is intelligl* 
ble— *but they never speak, nor ^eem to speak, of the forcK 
seen faith and good works of those who perish ; of those 
wko never believe nor do good works. — This worid be-— 

SfiSER NONSENSB. 

To prefer eo absnrd a charge against the Westminster 
Divines — a charge, to justify which, there is not in all their 
works one single syHabta^^is certainly a bold experiment 
en the credulity of the present age. 

But again ; The Westminster Divines no where ass^, 
that the greater part of men are ordained to perdition. I 
They no where assert, that the majority of Christians are ! 
foreordained to everlasting death.^ These ue not the doc- 
trines of the Confession of Faith ; but the calumnies of Dr» 
Bruce.* 



* Some years ago, an anonymous writer, subscribing himself *' A 
Revsrend Presbyterian," attacked the Westminster Confessioii 
of Faith by misrepresentation. I endeavoured to defend, and to ad- 
minister such chastisement, as I hoped wouid deter others from such a 
mode of attack. In this hope I soon found myself most sadly disap-' 

Soiuted. Mr. M'Affee, then schoolmaster at White Abbey, with a har- 
ihuod seldom equalled, set to work, and wrote a pamphlet fraught 
with misrepresentatibns, misstatements, and forgeries. Of these I shall 
here exhibit a specimen. At the bottom of the 23d Page, we find the 
following bold and presumptuous appeal to the Westminster Confes* 
sion.— -" If," says Mr. M^Aflee, " the doctrine contained in the third 
" chapter of the Westminster Confession of Faith be true, God has not 
^ only chosen a certain number to everlasting life ; but he has aiso pre- 
*' destined the remaining party to everlasting condemnation, to the 
^^ praise and glory of his grace.''^ What! Predestinate men to con* 
demuation *' to ffie praise and glory of his grace /" Yes, indeed ! 
Thrs doctrine — this most absurd and blasphemous doctrine — is forged 
by Mr. M^Aflfce, palmed on the Westminster Divines, recorded in dif- 
ferent parts of his pamphlet, and the forgery stamped current by Mr. 
Drew, editor of. the Imperial Magazine ! !l 

Again (Page 25ih), he writes thus — ** Take in plain terms the Cal- 
« vinistic answer: God, from all eternity, doomed all those who will 
<< perish at the last, without any foresight of faith or works to that 
** end." This ridiculous calumny, being exactly the same with that of 
Dr. B., requires no additional exposure I would only say in pallia- 
tion, that I foBd-ly hope these writers arc not the inventors^ biit only the 
rtf/atto-l of'tiieciilamny. 
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' After OMBreprjdseiiting tbe Weatminster Divmes uiABjf* 

nod of Dort****after laying to the cb^ge of those tenerablB 

IMfsemblies ** things which they knew not," afid impcitiogto 

them dootriiies> the very .reverse of those which they taught 

rr-ii^^. treating fellow Christians so unjustly tad injmi* 

WBly^ we will feel less surprise to find Ihe leM^ned Doeter 

laisfepresentin^. Jews^ Heathens* and Mahometanfl^-^pfefeiv 

ring agWRst them groundless aecusatioos. (** We knowy 

V tOi)»" says the Doctor (F-aaO), " that men weregrowiag^ 

.*^ more aad more depraved, and thatv except through (her 

.*^ medium of the Christian religion, not even tkefaimi9$( 

*^ ^art has ever yet been made te redaim the vforld,^* 

What! Were not efforts made under the patAarqhal 

age ? Were no efforts made under the legal dispensation -? 

'Did even the Heathens make no efforts ? Doeii not^efy 

.sm^tterer in history know, that thausfMle of efforts wer» 



In reply to the qoestion. Will all mankind be saveri rn the day of 
Judgmentf Mr. M»A5ee makes the Calvinist absurdly reply, *• No; 
M because Christ did not die for all : h^died only for the elect.'' How 
difierent Is this forged answer from the foUowitig gentcine C^iffinittw 
reply — " -^^^ numJdni tnll noi be saved at the dap ofjudgnuni ; for 
^ many of them live and die unbelievers, impenitent, and wicked P 

Mr. M^Aflfee charges.me with granting, ^^that there is no such text hi 
<< the bible, as proves that God entered into covenant- with Adam, a# 
*<the representative of his posterity''— I bave granted no svch 
THiiro. 

He charges me with saying, '' that omnrscieoce signifies the actual 
** knowledge of all things, that possibly tan be knowri^ — I hnviB said 

VOSUCH THIITG. 

He says, I ^ seem to triumph in asserting, that Dr. Clarke deoies ibw 
^ forekaowledge of Qod" — I have asserted no such thiivq. 

He again afl&ms, that I '* as$ert, without any qualification, that the 
*^ Doctor denies the foreknowledge of the deity*'-— I again affirm, that I 
have asserted no .s^CH thing, either with quarificaVron, or tpiihoui 
qualification. 

When did I say these things? Njiiv^R.— Where have I made 9U^ 
assefCions? No whbre. 

Th^se and similar mrsrepresenrtations, misstatemems afetd forgaries,i 
ar« dcmbtless believed by the opponents of Calvinism. Tbe editor •C 
the Imperial Magazine has stamped them current. Were this pot the 
c^e — and were it not that [ am ani^ious to detact fraud, and prevent 
deception, I would have suffered them to pass without notice, leaving 
theiQ to^ink into merited oblivion. 

Mr. M^Aifee gives his pamphlet tlie modest title of— « A RationaIi 
AND ScRlPTFRAii In VJBSTiGATloin'"— and, with characteristic hcimn^t 
Ity, he declares, that ** reason, founded on revelation, always makes a 
noble attathJ^-r-He seems, however, unfortunately, to have foTgotWiift 
that roisreprcseotations^ miistateiqefUSy apd for^erieii iilways niaktt % 
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siAdoto'Teclaini the world? -Yes, iefibrts wer e mad^ by 
'{i&tmrchs, priests and prophets ; by (iaeli3 &iitt|>61itioiil»r; 
by ofatprs and philosophers. Equally groundless aind \xth 
jikst is the accusation, turbich ^e Doctor prefers against t&6 
^ap who has not read his bible, (P. d.)-^** As to- the con- 
•** duct of providehice, and tbb history of mankind, hie hilB 
'** hoi a notion of them, beyond the period of his own 6X- 
** iatence,. — So far is* this* accusation ^om Wihg triVd, thai 
wany of those, who netet r^ad^he bible, have Vieyertlielecdi 
been the authors of histories-^histpries of provide&66-^ 
histories of maakind— ^histories extendinjg backward ceU' 
turies before their existence. 

In describing the man who has not read his bible, our 
author add»-*-^^ and if he be so completely enveloped id 
^.* darkness concerning this life, be must be totally destitule 
*< of any conception of a life to corne;*' What i Afl vrho 
have not read the bible completely enveloped in darkness 
concerning this life ! How contrary to fact is such an as- 
sertion ! — Again ; are such characters *^ tcftaUp Aestkute of 
" any conception of a life to come''" Let Socrates and 
Plato — Let Heathens in general — ^let Mahometan»<^let 
trlitid or uneducated Christian^ answer the question. All 
these will contradict the Doctor. With one voice they wiD 
answer — -No. ' 

These misrepresentations, I firmly believe, are not volun* 
tary. They arise rather from confusion of ideas, than from 
any worse principle. That this is the most correct, as well 
as the most charitable conclusion, the following q;UOtftUQn8 
c^tly prove : 

In Page 6th, he says, ^ The itiind of the first" — ^the man 
who has not read his bible — *< is a perfect vacuum as to 
*^ spiritual qualities and endowments ; or,^ if not a vacuum^ 
•» it is a chaos. Except some vague instinctive principle, 
*< or rather feeling of moral obligation, arid some hearsay 
«< notion of God, he is a stranger to morals and piety. ^' 
How inconsistent is all this with what he asserts, P. 64. 
" The moral maxims which he (Christ) sanctioned with hm 
" authority, were no new discoveries* The leading piioci- 
^' pies of Christian morality are to be lbund---*in the wri- 
** tmgs of Heathen Phih»ophers.^* 

Again, ?ages 01 and 82, the Doctot writes thus : 
<< Am soon as man was capable of reflecting on his own 
^ Dfttare and ntuation^ he must have perceived, that there 
'< is a God) some Being superior to himself and his felloi? 



*^js^i^hri When be looked abroad uoAo the wocld, lift 

'^ must ^ave ;beei;i s^tisfied^ Uiat the magnificence, ordciri 
*f and beauty of the universe were the effects of consum^i 
*• mate wisdom and power. When he surveyed the UvMg 
** creatures around him, and contemplated the proviejoa 
** tirade fcir their subsistence apd coiAfort, he myst )ia?0 
^* been sensible thajt this superior Being is bouat^iAd.ftfid 
*^ kind/ As his experience and reflecting powers iiKSfig^^ 
"his conviction of these truths would be strengthened; 
** till he acquired the idea of an invisible power, supremely 

' *< mighty, benevolent and wise, . A .more compreheosiTe 
<?< view of the vhe creation might naturally lead to a b^ief, 
*vthatthe whole was the production of one Being, Assisted^ 
" perhaps, by subordinate agents. This last idea unhaj^ 
«< pily took such strong possession of the minds of m^n, atf 
•* to give rise to the various systems of idolatry, which pw 
** vailed throughout the Heathen world, and still maintaiair 

_ ** its ground over a large portion of the globe. From 
•* these errors, the Jewish nation alone was exempted ;* 
** and that only by a divine revelation. By such obsefVa* 
*< tions and reflections, the mind of man might have at- 
'< tained a conception of the Divine Being, and of our 
" relation and duties to Him, sufliciently sublime and edi- 
*^ fying ; and there are not wanting instances of men, who 
** so far availed themselves of the light of nature, as, in a 
" great degree, to fulfil these expectations." 

Who sees not the inconsistency of such sentiments ? Th« 
man who has never read the bible, ** except some vagne 
*• instinctive principle, or rather feeling of moral obligation^ 
** is a stranger to morals ;" and yet he may read '' the 
«* leading principles of Christian morality in the writings of 
** "the Heathen Philosophers ! — He. has only ** hearsay no- 
*'< tions of God ;".and yet, by reflecting on himself, and 
contemplating other creatures, he might *' attain a concej^ 
*« tion of the Divine Being, and of our relation and duties 
«* to Him, sufiicieYitly sublinie and edifying!" 

Such inconsistent and contradictory ^tf^tements induce 
me to believe that the Doctor's misrepresentations, fire- 
quently arise froni an ii^advertent and incoherent mode of 



* So far were the Jews from being exempted from the errori of Ido^ 
atTy-ra> Pr. B. erroneously st^i^Sr—tbat *f Gpd gave them up to wot- 
^ ^hip the host bf Hearen!" ' 
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thinkiAf; This eircomstaoce, however , does not retidet 
them harmless, and, of course) it neither supersedes my 
duty to pcHat them out, nor the reader's duty to beware of 
4hem. 

I shall say no more at present on this painful subject. I 
would on^Iy caution my readers — Beware of quotations; 
l>eware o£ misrepnsentations'i beware of forgeries, '< Be 
not deceived I* ^ 

OBJECTION rV. 

1 have another objection against the 'Doctor's mode of 
managing the controversy. He blends the sentiments of 
AntinomianS) and other enthusiasts, with those of Calvin- 
ists. This is a piece of generalship unworthy of a learned 
Christian divine. The Antinomian sentiments of Crisp) 
Brierly, Hawker, &c. — and the raptures and rhapsodies of 
other enthusiasts, are held in as great abhorrence by Cal- 
vinists, as by any Socinians or Arians in the world. Were 
I to blend the sentiments of Socinians and Arians, and 
confound all distinctions between them, it is probable Dr. 
B. would conceive himself injured. As he would that Cal- 
vinists should do unto him, the learned Doctor should do 
also the same. 

OBJECTION V. 

Dr. Bruce's attack on Calvinism is liable to another 
rstrong objection. He has not studied the system he op- 
poses. To show that this objection is well founded, and 
the censure it conveys just, I shall only quote two passages, 
one from his sermons, and the other from his Being and 
Attributes. In his sermons (p. 202) he writes thus : 

<( t ask, then, in the first place, did this decree originate 
*« before or after the fall? This is a subject of controversy 
** with Predestinarians themselves, who are accordingly 
** divided between Sublapsarians and Supralapsarians." 

In this passage the Doctor has betrayed his ignorance ol 
the Calvinistic system. " Did this decree originate before 
or after the fall ?" What decree ? No decree is mentioned 
in the preceding context. Without any previous notice, 
without any visible connexion, he leaps from original sin to 
the decrees of God.^ From the subsequent context, how- 



* The instance noticed above, is not the only one calculated to show 
that Pr. B. is a writer extremely confused and incoherent ; apd that. 



ever, it -appears tbat bji^S^hh deareci^. fheDcM^tor inleiidiri 

the decree of God that man should faU. • 

When the DoctcN'^ thoreforp^ asks the que3twn»*-'Did 
this decree originate heforef of aCter the/sm ? what ,49^/3 be 
xnean? He laeaDS-^KOTHiNe* The qijiestkm^ is. joiisuid. 
The in^ort of it is.tbis : Did, the decrep^ t|iat man shoiud 
lall, ofi|^fl4e before t)r ailer he fell ?• ..Oq, the absurdity 4>f 
this question I need make no coaaEunent. . Smrefy. no QiA- 
vinifit was ever so foolish as to owntaln that the 4ecree» 
that man should fall, originated after he had actually fallen ! 

But waiving this gross absurdity, I ask, was it ever a sub- 
ject of controversy with Fredestinarians^ whether the decree 
of the fall, or any other decree, '* originated before/or after 
the fall ?" Neveb. Were Sublapsarians and Supc^lapi|f- 
fians divided OB this subj^ict ? Thbt vjt/BE not. . Did' any 
Calvinist ever maintain, that any decree of God origijaMi^ 
after the fall? No Calvinist ^ter maintained so gross an 
absurdity. Were the Deity to form any purpose in time, 



of coorse, it is exceedingly difficult to follow or refute him. Relatiy68« 
without antecedents, occur in almost e^ery page. LJhall Jiefre exbidit 
a few out of many. — Page 83. " No portion of mankind has, : at any 
*< time, been wholly ignorant of this truUi." What, truth ?— Page 62. 
** TAwe subjects must comprise an infrnity of facts and specttlations,^ 
What subjects? — ^'The knowledge xif stteh iruihs is peculiar to 'the 
^ Supreme Being." What truths ?^Page 69. » Yet the exisiftiiea of 
^ these qualities in the divine nature^ js, of. essential importance." 
What qualities? — "Those who cannot.** Those what? — Page-79« 
*• What do all these pretensions avail?" &c. What pretensions?— 
Page 108. " The word has often this signs/ieation,^ See* What word ? 
what signification ?-»Page 113. '^From the poverty of language^ in 
this respectf^^ &c. In what tespecl ?-^Page 127. ** Now, if the wor^ 
** create is necessarily understood in this sense." What sense ? — **But 
•• this I do not conceive to be the apostle's meaning," &c. What is not 
bis meaning ?—Page IS^. **> This sympathy with human feelings^" kt. 
What sympathy.'* — Page 169. "Now, if we can suppose it possiUe, 
«« that any good end may be answered by such injunctions^ &c. What 
Injunctions r— Page '179. "Who are little inclined to thbse foolish 
^ questionsy strifes vf words, andperverte dispuHngtJ* What fbolisfa 
qoastions? what fitrifee of words? what, perverse diaputings? — ^Page 
180. "That body of peopl^ — whom he thtu foreknew," Sic. How 
foreknew ? — " For the aoctrine ,is founded on foreknowledge.'* What 
docUine.^ — Page 195. ^* The Wf>rd is. explained irt the next clause," 
SiG» What word ? — ** tn Hebrew the single irord means to be a sm- 
ner.*' What simple. word ? — " la another form of (be vcrb,'^ &|c.. What 
verb? — ^These instances, put of many, show that the Doctor thiol^s, 
and of course writes, incoherently. They sHow, that it is easy to mis* 
take hismeaDihg, but diflicult, if net tmpioBsible, to refute all his de- 
tached, disjoiat^y aod aabnaoiia ■•iitiawatfc ., V 
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' Vhteih lie had not formed from eti^rmty, he wotddbe mttto- 
ftfe, liable to change, and •* shadow of turning I" 
', All Caltimsts universally maintain, and have akpaya 
'ihainftained, ihht all the decrees df God are eternal, Theer 
; children; as soon as thejare capable of Hsping their cate- 
chism, know" that the decrees of God- are his *« ef^ntoZ jMur* 
|)(we." The eternity of the divine decrees was never con- 
^overted, either by SebkpsariaAs or Supra]ap8artao0. The 
subject of their Controversy was not the date, bat the objed 
(jMT God's decree of predestination^ The Supralapsarians 
maintained, that the object of this decree was men con^- 
dered merely as creatures ; but the Subiapsarians contend- 
ed that the decree of predestination contemplated men, not 
merely as creatures, but n& fallen creatures. 

Would ndt Dr. B. have displayed more wisdom by «<«- 

ifying the disputes between Subiapsarians and Suprak^sa- 

rians, before he pretended to explain them ? What ! Ex- 

' plain what he did not understand I teach what he had never 

learned ! oppose opinions which he had never studied ! 

That our author, in attacking Calvinism, is opposing a 
.system which he has not studied, and which he does not 
understand, the .following extracts from hia '^ Being and 
Attributes" farther evince. In page 62, speaking oftthe 
<fee agency of the Deity, he writes thus : 
f <« This freedom must expend to what haa^been called tiie 
*' lilferty of indifference. It is thought by seme, that bo 
*« being e?in act, except there be a motive for acting in one 
.<< manner rather than another f and that when. all modes of 
?* acting are indifferent, there can be no action.r If tlzis 
*' Were the case, the universe could never have been cre- 
*• fitted : for it is impossible to imagine, that there could be 
. <' any reason for creating it in one part of vacant space». or 
*< at one period in eternity, rather than anotherr A suffi- 
** cient motive for acting may therefore exist, though there 
** be hone for preferring one particular mode to every 
>i other. It is so far from being foolish^ in this case, to act 
'< without a motive, that it would be unspeakable folly to 
*« suppose that ,the Deity would refrain from acting on such 
"a notion. * The two ^qual. bundles of hay are a slander 
'« even on the stupidity of the ass. These, and many other 
«* notions, originate in our confounding spirit with matter, 
' *' thought Avith mbtion, and motived with impulse.'* 

After the DjoctQC has written abput two pa:ges more, he 
completely forgets aH ibis, and wri4€» as follows : 
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^<*|f>W0 imagfne thftt ihe^ekistenceritftsroi perfect bdng» 
*« is even >conceiYab1e, a iitde consiileratiofn wiljdonvind'ef 
^ «j»j lliat, in f»:t, we ar« <»i% thiRklng twice *fjfMie skm^ 
^ tfting. Their oHinipotence is exercised in the same places 
** at the skme titne ; and is diredted bf ki&ltiblewisdoiD). 
*^ and consammate goodness; It mai»is 'therefore* be always 
** per^Hrming the same acts : for the perfection of ^sdom 
^^ wl& not admit of their thaidLing br aetksg: diffetentl^r; iha 
*^ wisest det^aoeation must be /pre^Mred by both; « EvcSd^ 
^* two men, who are perfect in any deoKHistmtivesciencci, 
** ^Minnot possiblf differ. Their eonclnsions on that street 
♦^ imxst infallibly correspond. This resillts from the peiifeQ^^ 
^ tiofi of their knowledge in that science ; and^ therefore, 
'^^ if two perfect beings existed* their knowledge .and 
** thoughts on every subject must be the same^ For tiie 
** same reason, their wilk» intentions atid-acti<Mis will co^ 
«•* incide." -. 

In the former' of these extracts, our learned author 
strongly asserts the 'doctrine oi frm toiU; in the latter, he 
«8 firSily main^ind the doctrine of necewitp. In the for- 
4iier, a Kberty cf indijkrence is taught 4 iii the latter» tbe 
deetrme of moral necessUy is -asserted; In .the former, A^ 
Vi^umUm is taught; in the latter> the At^iAc«# Caltwmm* 
if the two Supreme Beitigs, supposed: bj the Doctot, are 
teth possessed of a liberty of indifference— «-why <must their 
omnipotence be 'csEercised in. the^same pl^ce, ^and at the 
mxoe time ? MFght not the one exert his otmiiipotence in 
iosie part of space, and at one period in eleihity, and the 
•other in a different department, and at a diff&N^ period f 
If they be possessed of a liberty of indifference; why n«ist 
Ibef always think alike, and act alike ? Why^ may thiey nd 
tlunk differently , alid act ^^erently ? . If they- cannot th4aik 
difieiently, toiifl differently^ and arl differently, the]^.cannal 
be possessed of a^berty cf indi0eren<^e-rthj^ must be Ne^ 
cessanans. If their wills^ intentions and actions must co- 
liH^ide, then they are -no longer Lib e r tar i an s ; ihej most be 
l;he.8Ubject8 of moral necessity. Excdli^i^t divinity Ir-Sound 
doctrioe! — ^notonly^ Calvinism* but ihe^^higheH Calvibissa !t 
•• ' i 1 . . ' - . , • .J f > I . , ' ■ ' ■ ■ . « 

«^».i1«» f III . i 'I.' ■ ' ' 1" ' ' . I ■ ■? ' ' '' I ' l l l^ ' t'l. ' t' ll | i 'i n ■■! liiWi I I j ii II 

* From the.hdrght8 of Calvmistnth&Ppptprdoscfo^s to tbedeptbs 0/ 
Socinianism. Page 249 he writ«s.t)^4:.,'^Wlulje others 'wastD thei|r 
^< time in disputing aboui tbe naturey.p^rsony ^nd ofiSce of phrist, i( \$ 
*< enough for th^ bumble disciple to be .assured that he was invested 
*< with ^f ine authority, apd ;ibat hQ |iiajl(s kpqwp the nature add th« 



edxit/.. li i&;aiie of those poiote on wiik^ iJ^cdobralBd 
Waliherstx>on op^ioseid hb iUudtrious :pare»dece6sof , Brondenl 
tkiwards* . I .ata hhpfijF, bow^ver , in this iostartee^ UnSn^ 
Jonathan E^ards^ the Caitinist^afid Dr.B., tbe^AiiaB) 
fDiBg 'hand>ini'hand <ia thei supfwrt of tcutb. Dr* & bas 
provod/c]earIyv(lbal.the Desly bimself. is not po8se«9€(Aof a 
liberty cffindiffepmtej . But if tbe Deitj he not pos^eesed 
ofsifch a IMdVkjfii how' em amn be posseseed o£ it ? To «ay 
IhatGrod is ROtfHMsesaedofl a liberty of kkHfiorciica^ but 
that man is possessed of it^ iiRDiild bo biaspbeoiji^^ :ii would 
be- to say thet^msuiihasf more liberty thi«it>hi&«l!iiiaiki6rT! — 4im 
creatttfe thas the Gneator! Sudr i» tbr bkapb^vniQus ciOBt 
elusion, to whidh evciry man must^he teduoed^ whoinaia* 
taitis the dobtnne 6f a liberty of' ind^fereiK^e. Shovldiany 
continue todeieiidithat dbotrinCxJ wooki vefec thepato^tha 
preceding reasoning of Dr. B., which, in my opimoo^ is 
altogethbv miahsiDerable.i I: woald;s^ to tb6in> fOadiDr* 
B&>. and -become Caknnmts', ... 
- Not only the seasonihg, but lor^n the iestknottpoi Dii; Tk 
wfaTourof Cahnnism^ ou^t to hatd great w«eag&t aodiflr 
Aience; It isitfad testimonyr of n&enefnf.^ U-.ia Hw Imtik' 
moby ofcdnlm^ts^Bs^y bursting thcibanoera'Ofan.^^wfiMiy 
ereedyaodi fording it» way through tbe d«ep-roatod ftrejo- 
dlcbsref an dar4y-edttea£l»Qiiii: \Tbatbc(tii God aanl nifiii 
|9069B8dedrrof 'a^i^eTtyrof ifidifieiie»Gei is a tenets widftfe 
Doctor h£^dTirecmyed by tradkion ftoin his iithers^ It- 
adtiites at^inyOrtantpsipt'of tha t bcrcdita ry cre^di 
down by'liis'-bbasted prddeeeilsorB, *'^ Halhdbey and faiB< 
**'§KJthf&tf Dreiiflah and BrOwn? Macfcay and C9ot0^/^ 
But that the Ddit^ pbssessesnosiKb lilbert^y and, of eovrae^ 
ibainian possea9ei^no';sueh iyaetty^* is t^ diclatea oi tioio 
.^Doctor's bwnrbomiitbii siwse: -it.ia tbe dicsilate ofiiuiiii; 
«Hd a^i'corner^etdne-of the C^ifiilBitiic ayatesou 

-{■Kf ^ .•■ • '• ';•'».: '«.j': <!'••■;• . :. ... .'.;''. 
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^ wit! ofGoil; ^liat he pffint'e'd out the Way ihTife etfernraf, an^eVliwreiJ 
^^'tM4nlifti of tbdt '4ok»iiie.)rf' bis vtauin^ctido from tlie dMkVaitd 
^* ascension into heaven, where he bvev liveth to make intercession for 
<^ u s t ond wlienee-he nhftlleeme io judge both the iivtng an4 th^499t4^ 
This is a Socinian creed, and Dr. B. pronounces it quite sufficient !•— 
'At iyf^'Ttm « jjrofe^d.AViiSt— Hib^a'high Crtlvinist— hgain a Soci- 
Hialri^ii^nd an thiiT iA''that samfe'toltfrrie 6f setnfons, which he aio^«if^ 
tircynocittdei *» consistent With ftieif tfnd tR*' gospel \^ 
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nil fuit un^ua'Qi 
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The, extract giyeu above proves two it^^tgB i firsts jd^ 
proves the truth of Calvinism ; .ajad secondly.it pfoveS} thst 
Or. B. does not uaderstaad the. system he^ha^ undertakea 
to oppose. If he really understood it, there is reason to 
believe» that he would not oppose it. As his opposition 
acises from ignorance, I would fervently pray for him and 
all sucb> '^ Father, forgive them ; for they know not what 
" they do." 

OBJECTION VI. 

Anti-trinitarians, in their attempts to subvert what^I e^ 
gard as the fundamental doctrines of Christianity, first 
waged war with creeds and confessions, and loudjy vociferat-^. 
^ Chilling;worth's maxim^ '' The Bible, the Bible is the 
«< religion, of Protestants." But now, finding that their 
^inciples cannot be defended on the broad basis of divine 
^ revelation, they retreat to the citadel of the four gospels. 
Nor ace they willing to appeal to these as the standard of 
doctrine, but only to a few verses, wlych are ibond .written 
in them all. The testimony of tiiree evangelists,. according 
to. Dr. Bruce, is not sufficient to establish any important 
truth 1*^ — Could any thing but conscious weakness account 
-ibr such timidity and tergiversation ? ^,^ 

Our learned author betrays the same weakness and tin^l- 
dity, by deprecating argument and verbal criticism^ He 
criticises, and then condemns an appeal to criticism. He 
argues, and then condeoms an appeal to argument. Is not 
this to sound a retreat ? Is it not to abandon that field, to 
which he had rashly challenged his opponents ? The honest 
Quaker,, when pressed with an argument which he could 
not answer, very piously exclaimed, '< The Lord rebuke 
*' thee, O Argument 1 the Lord rebuke thee !" > ' 

OBJECTION Vn. 

Finally : I object to Dr. Bruce's sermona on the study of 
the Bible, because they have a chilling and benni(»bing:teii- 
d&aay* By sinking the greater part of the 'saored volume 

into CKimparative insi^n^c^^c^* they h^t^ a it^nd^ncy to 

lessen men's attachment to it, and* of coursoi^toidrj^w them 

. off 'firom the reading and perusal of it. By sinking divine 

truth in our esteem, they are calculated to nepress a spirit 



* Tiia IfuUk of thoM charfiBt viU appear in. ^a^ubtaqueiitj^^ler. 
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if inqtitrf /and to arrest the progress of religimiskfioiifcrfge. 
But, on this objection I shall not insist, as the force ef It 
will appear' in the ensuing chapter, to which I now proceed. 



CHAPTER 11. 

Dt. Bruce' 8 aUaek en the j^lenatry inipiratian {fihe Scrip' 

tures repeUed. 

' Having in the preceding chapter stated my obJeetidliB 
16 the Doctor's mode of managing the controversf , I eome 
ik6w to the defence of those doctrines, which, in hid'Ser- 
oiions oil the stiidy of the Bible, he has so boldly assailed. 
In <* cii^ntending for the faith once delivered to the saints^'* 
It is sometTtnes necessary to defend one particular trih^, and 
sometimes another. At present the attack is general. Oar 
learned author, with an intrepidity altogether unparalleled* 
at least in this country, has attempted to raze the very fo«in* 
dations of the Christian system. He has attacked, not 
i^erely the doctrines of the Bible, but the BtfiLB itsbi<f. 
That -this charge, though awful in the extreme, is not unjost, 
the following quotations too clearly prove. 

Page 60— ** Respectfully and gratefully receive tbaf ta- 
♦^ riety of religious knowledge, which is communicated in 
<< the Acts of the Apostles, and their Epistles ; but fix tlfMiki 
**^lhe Words of Jesus as the standard of your fwth, &c.^* 

Page 49^'* It is evident, that we should collect the 
"whole of the Christian doctrine from the words of Jesus, 
" as recorded in the four Gospels. — ^For the knowledge of 
^« God, Christ, the Holy Spirit, the terms of acceptance, 
'-» und other doctrinal points, we should depend solely on 
5* the gb«^>^lB**'» 

Fttge S7^^' « We should interpret their (the Apostte) rea- 

^^ soniiig^^A Conformity with his precepts, nethispreoe^ 

•«*:by tli^rTeji»<Hi!ng»** ,,:..- 

p'; 50*^»«But you are never to setup theanthority of 

^''^'the <^^i^e3 against thatof their master; tior isonsld^r 

'* their writings as the primary source of knowledge on doc- 

" trinal questions, as is too oflen done. On the contrary* 

*^* .yoU' shouldf ^^nn* your opinions from ib» discourses <wr 
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•* OlSfet, an every branch' of his reMgion; sndcottsidef tM 
f* writings of the Apostles as comments upon them," &c. 

P;*18(>— « If I can explain these (the 8th and »th chap- 
** ters of the'Runnans), it Willnot be necessary to occupy 
** yoar time with any others. If we cannot interpret them 
*<'feoiifoiiiiably to our Saviour's doctrine) we should ratfaet 
** abandon them as uninteiligible, than prefer the lower au- 
^^ thority to the higher} and what we cannot understand to 
** what we do.** 

P. 51 .--''For the general purport of their writings (the 
** sacred penmen's ^Jrritings) coincides with the declarations 
^* of our Lord." 

' P; 123 — *« Is it not clear, that the authority of our Lord 
■•♦ is paramount to every other ; and that if any of his Apos- 
<• ties differ from him, their authority mu6t be set aside ^ Is 
«* it not absurd to suppose that ^ey should ; and most of 
** all, that any of them should contradict their master Slid 
^ « one another , and even themselves . " ' 

P. 26— ;•«< Being now well grounded and settled in the 
** genuine doctrine of Christ, as delivered by himself in the 
*« Gospels, his faithful' followers must take it for granted 
**♦■ that the chosen disciples of our Lord taught nothing iA- 
*• eoiiBistent with it,* and that any obscijrity in their wri- 
•• tings must be cleared up by referring to his own words. 
** He wMl therefore expound those texts which are hard to 
« be imderstood by the plain doctrine oC their master — the 
*^ sincere and singleminded reader of the Bible will loc^to 
^* his Saviour as his polar star, and, in perusing the Epistles 
** will dwell arid rely on those points of edification in which 
" the Apostles and their master coincide." 

P. 19 — ** He will, however, distingoish the history from 
** the divine communication. He will see, that it has been 
*^ oeimposed by falliUe men, but under such" direction aiid 
*< superintendence, that though lefl to themselves, as to pe- 
** culiarities of style, the narration of ordinary facts, and the 
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* If we must take U for granted that " the chosen disciples of ovr 
«* Lord taught nothing inconsistent with his doctrine'' — what does our 
ftuthofr meab by t^Iiing us that the gener^ fmrp^rtof their writing 
.cbioefaie with tho declarmtiont of o«r Lord }^~thftt if Any of bit ayastiefl 
4tff$r&Qm hiBH iheir authority rm^t bi^iei aside— smd that w« shooM 
dwell and rely on those points of edification, in which the apostles and 
Ihair master coincide ?^-I say, What does the Doctor mean f The roost 



^( iamttiian of occasioiiftl r^ections, they h«iid,d<Mni itm 

«* revelation itself, as it;was actually made." 

In confirmation of these sentiments, be quotes iinth ap* 
probation (P. 297) the. ipllowing sentence from GrotiusH- 
'** It was not necessary that the histories (in scriptme) 
** should be dictated by the Holy Spirit ; it was. enoiigll 
" that the writers had a good memory." 

Such is the humble rank, to which the inspired Apostles 
are degraded ! — We must not depend upon jthepa for any 
doctrine / Tne wuo&b of Christian doctrine we must re- 
ceive from our Savioury and not from the apostles. On hia 
wo must depend sojlely for our knowledge of doctrines 
The writings of the Apostles are only to be regarded-^— ao 
far as doctrine is concerned — as " comments^ ^ on the dis* 
courses of our Lord. Nay, the Apostles are to be regard* 
ed, if our author?s doctrine be true, not only in the hunbls 
capacity of commentators, but — shall I utter the impiety ?»— 
as BAD coMiuBNTATORS ! Our learned author constantly re- 
presents the Redeemer's doctrines as plain^ bat those of 
the Apostles as obscure. Of course, the Apostles must be 
bad commentators ; for their commentary is more, obscure 
than the text I Instead of their commentary explaining 
our Saviour's text, his text must explain their commentary ! 
*' We should interpret," says the Doctor, *< their reasoning 
'< in conformity with his precepts, and not his precepts by 
*< their reasoning.!" Now, if the reasonings of the Apos- 
tles do not assist us in the interpretation of our Saviour's 
precepts, they must be useless commentaries indeed ; and 
the Apostles themselves silly eommentaiors I Such is the 
impious, but inevitable conclusion. 

Dr. Bruce maintains, that the authority of the Apostles 
is ir^erior to that of the Redeemer — that his authority. is 
paramount — ^that they werefaUible men, &«. — As men^ the 
Apostles were fallible, I grant ; but ^ls writers of ^ the sacred 
volume, they were infallible. The authority by which the 
whole Bible was written is the same — the authority ojr 
God. ^' All scripture is given by inspiration of God, and is 
** profitable." — <* Holy men of God spake as they were 
•• moved by the Holy Ghost.'* These declarations, I know, 
refer to the Old Testament Scriptures ; but they are et[uaj- 
ly applicable to the New. Jesus Christ is the author of all 
the scriptures ; both Old and New Testaments. It is on 
this account, that his name is called ^* The Word of God.*" 
It was the spirit of Christy which dictated the Old Testa* 
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UttentSferiptafCdt (1 Pfet.' i. 10, 11.) «<Of which salv&ttotti 
•••thift picfphels have inquired, and searched diligetitty^ wlw 
* prophesied' 6f the grace that' should come unto you :- 
** S€faf chiif^ what; 6r' what manner of time, the" Snftiv or 
*<*0HRiST which' was in them did signify, when it testified 
** b^rehand the sufR?rings of Christ, and the' glory Aa* 
*« shbiild'follbw."— The same spirit c€ Jesus that inspired: 
ttie OM Testament prophets, inspired also the New Tetfta^ 
riWfiewtit^rs. The Redeetner, in the dayB of his fiesh, had" 
«• many things to say and to write,'* which the disciples, at 
<hat' period, could: not bear; He, therefore j promised bis 
Ho?^' Sjpfrit, to- *•« teach them all things; and to leait 
•* ttleflrintt)'AEL Ti?trrw:*' Dr.B. asserts, that the author- 
ity' 6f ihe A^ppsfl^ is Ti^erwr to that of the Redeemer j 
butr the Apostle' Pau^ asserts* the confrary. He assiorta iMk 
thej' are the saittiE?, (€raK \\ 1 1', n.) ^ But- 1 oertiTy ye», 
*< brethren, thatHie go^pe^whiehwa^ pfetkeined of me is aef 
"^aflei^tnan.'' Pbr^l- neither received' it of man, neither wa^ 
« 'P taug^t^ It," hut; by tPie revelhtion ofJ^us CbriM. '* And 
to 't&e Cbt^ntKians, he'sayii) <> For I have reeeiMed of tile 
«< Ldrd that #hic^ aW ( <JMW)di^'tmto yeo.'^ 'f he Iteiw^ 
latibti of John ihe Bfvine elaims the same high origiAaJr. 
Vt ik e^re^sfy. sfyMd' the ^ Rmekdic$^ ^ J%mu8 eh^ist.'*'-^ 
The Writer of it »** was itr the ^irit on the L©nd>i dky ;'*' by 
tiie iflsptfatTOn of that spirit- he wrote seven tetters to the 
sevfen churches in M^ ; and>asMi^ n«',lha^the prepkeei^ 
of ©Wne revelation are the " testimony of JesaSt** (Rev". 
xix. t Cr^) V Tor the f estitnbny of Jesus is the spirit of prcH 
f^phecy.*" 

Thus it appears; that the Redieemeris'the author of the 
^jrhbli sa'credi volnme^ • To feay,' therefore, wttK Dr. B. that 
the authbrity 'of one part^ of scrfptore is inferior to that of 
another; is gro^^Ty ahsHrd ; for they were alF penned by Hm 
isame autjhocityi If the authority* of the other parts of the 
sacred 'Volume' be iffifert^f tb that of the gosp^, I ask, 
WHatHs the difKt^ence ? Th6re cari beno difference b»t'tlrte* 
thatth^ atrthprity'of tjie lattet is divine, and that of the!fbr- 
tner Xiiman— or!. In other words— ^That the gospels are ihe 
VDord 6J^' God ; but the rest of the scriptures the toofdof 
maii!^-^\^ this is not Deism', it is* something very like it.-*. 
The Deist, ini'eedi rejects 'the wAote of the Biblf), Whilst 
Dr. B. retains, perhaps, one hundredth part of it ! 

I am quite sensible, that our author sometimes speaks, 
not only of the gospeb^but 6f the other acriptures, as if 
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they were divinely inspired. His laagoage, Jipwever, is so 
v«g<i®» ambiguous, and contradictory, that it is impossiUe 
to ascertain bis real sentiments. With great respect I call 
upon bim to speak out.. Either the other scripluresi. as> 
well as the gospels, are divinely inspired, or they are fio#« 
If he say that they ate ; then he contradicts his favouurile 
sentiment — Thai they are cf inferior authority* If he saj- 
that they are not divinely inspired ; then he reject* nmety' 
mne hundretha of the eeun'ed volume^ and wanie only one 
imdreth part of being a Deist ! 

. The truth is, that the Doctor's principles appear to mm 
quite subversive of the scriptures of truth. If his views 
be ^correct, I do not see that we can place any confidence 
whatever, in any part of the sacred oracles, not even in ike 
four gospels. If I believed that the sacred penmea were 
left to themselves, even with regard to style and language, 
this very 'circumstance would shake my confidence** In 
propheeies, sucb as those of Ezekiel, Daniel, and John the 
Divine ; and in other commuoicatioosy which wef» abore 
the comprehension of the. writers, it is self-evident that not 
only the matter, but the language must have been inspired. 
And» even in the recording of those facts ot doctriae8« 
which wer<8 quite level to the understandings of the pen* 
men, I do not think it at all reasonable to suppose, that they 
were left to the use of their own language without any divine 
superintendenee. I do not think it reasonable ; because I do 
not conceive that it would have been scfe. Is it reasonable 
to suppose that illiterate fishermen, mechanics, &c. coald 
accurdtely record either facts or doctrines ? Would thej 
be in no danger of blundering ?•— of exhibiting to the world 
erroneous views ? Even men of learning frequently fail in 
giving a true picture of their own ideas. Even Doctor B. 
whose whole life has been principally employed in the study 
of languages^-even the. learned Doctor himself sometimes 
fails. He fails so far, as to publish doctrines which he does 
not believe, and to exhibit ideas which he never entertained 
--««ay, he sometimes fails so far, that his language conveys 
no meaning at all. Does the Doctor believe, that the whole 
world are saved ? Does he believe that the whole world, 
prior to the coming of Christ, were damned ? Does he 
believe either of these contradictory doctrines? Surely 
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not^ Slid yet ,bodi ne taoglit by cmr author, as we hftT« 
seen ia the preceding chapter. 

Iti p. 82, he speaks of the attributes of God resulting 

^from the works of creation. Here he has undoubtedly 

faited In conrniunicating his ideas. He surely knows, that 

the w(»ksof God result from his attributes, and not his 

attributes from his works. 

That 1% sometimes writes, without any meaning at all, is* 
evident £rom bis seccoid sermon,, p. 36. The principle, that 
the kingdom of God is within us, admits^ he assures^Is, of 
a rational interpretation* '< In its true sense ^^^ says he, 
^* it is the medium bettpeen a mystic and a polemicJ*^ Such 
is the Doctor's ^ rationed interpretation /' Now, if so cele- 
brated a lingmst as the quondam principal of the Belfast 
AcBdemy, through the improper use of language, teaches 
doctrines which he does not believe ; communicates idea^ 
which he (iocs not entertain ; and sometimes writes with- 
out any meaning aA all ; bow much more liable to blunder 
would illiterate fishermen and mechanics be ? To expect 
from ^uch writers, if not divinely directed in their language, 
a correct statement either of &cts or doctrines, would be 
weak and foolish in the extreme* On the principles of otir 
author, where is the security, that even the four gospels 
ccmtain the true doctrines of Jesus Christ ? Where is the 
^security that they contain « true narration of facts ? We 
are told, that all that was necessary was ^ good memory. 
But what reason have we to believe, that eyen good memo- 
ries might not fail ? What security that they have not 
actually &iled, and that the scripture history is not really 
erroneous ? 

Once more : If the penmen of scripture have interlarded 
the Bible with occasional observations, how shall stich ob- 
servations be distinguished from the genuine dictates of the 
Holy Spirit ? Any controversialist, when pressed with a 
text of scripture? might say, «* this, is onfy an occasional^ 
uninspired observation, fi wilt not^ therefore^ prooe your 
pmntJ^^ Thus a wide door would be opened for error ; and 
scepticism might reign to the end of the world. 

In a word ; if the plenary inspiration of the scriptures 
be denied, thehr perfection, as a rule of faith and manners, 
must be given up. If not entirely inspired by infallible 
wisdom, how can they be an infallible rule ? Surely that 
.which is partly divine and partly human^ partly fallible and 
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pftitlj kifiidlible, can ]iov«{ lie^n userruig tule of .fiuthsyad 
practice. 

«« The Bible, the Bible, is the feligjaa of Protei9ts^»" 
'VfMS once a celebrated maxim, the truth of which: no >Fi^ 
'testsAt diluted. At present, however, the case; is <|uite 
different. The maxim is oipposed, not lonly by the <^wQh 
of Rpme, but by many Socinian aod Ariaa divinesyparli- 
ciilarly by Dr. B. The cry now is not. Tie BUde, The 
Bible, but The Gospel, The Gospel, is our religion* Aor 
.«OfdiDg to our author, the whtAe Bible is not the standard i^ 
faith ; scarcely one hundredth part of it is entitled to » that 
honour. We should collect, be aanares U8> the vMie of.ike 
Chrifltaan doctrine from the words of Jesus. We should 
depend, for our knowledge of doctrinal -points, «a2e^: on 
the gospels. Nay, in the ]>octor's bold and dajringentecprise 
of cutting down the -standard of our faith, he proe«e(hB still 
•farther. "Hence we may deduce," says he, 'Snotoidy 
"the si]^ibieiicy of scripture in general, but also tbe 
<^ sufficiency of every evai)g«liat«eparately, aa to fundamto* 
" tals." 

He argues, that the gospels,-either jointly or separately, 
■' are tbe standard of fkith, because tbey contain ^^ all those 
essential principles ^ without which we could not be saved.'' 
But this reasoning is evidently absurd. It proves too mttch» 
,and, therefore, proves nothing at ail. The £ve bot^^of 
Moses contain all that is essential to salvation ; and there- 
fore the PevUqieuch is the standard of our &ith. Peter's 
sermon contains all that is essential to salvation ; and theice- 
fore Peter^s sermon is the standard of pur faith. Who sees 
not the extreme weakness and futility of such a mode of 
reasoning ; upon this absurd principle we might set up, not 
one, but an hundred 8tB.BdBi:da of faith. 

In curtailing the standard of our faiths the Doctor pro- 
ceeds to a 4still more daring length. " From this," says be, 
(p. 45) " another undeniable inference follows ; that no 
*< principle which cannot be dearly proved from every one 
^' of the evangelists, can be an essential article of faith ; 
" for, otherwise, we must suppose, that some one of them 
" has omitted an essential truth. If then, you be in doubt, 
" whether any doctrine be necessary to salvation^ try it by 
</ this test : look for it in the gospels ; and if you do not 
<<find it plainly declared in them all, you may safely con- 
" elude,. that it is not essential to the plan of redemption, 
" If any person attempt to impose a spurious tenet upon 
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** yoil) recpiire him to prove it in this maDner* If he fail, 
** jou may be assured, that tiie point in question is not even 
** an important troth. This I recommend as a sure guide 
** to conduct you through the intricacies of controversy, 
** and prevent you from being entangled in the nets of so- 
"phistry." 

Let us try the Doctor's *« sure guide.*' I ask, then, is 
tbe doctrine of forgiving injuries an essential article of 
faith ? Certainly it is ; our author himself will not deny it. 
He assures us, (p. 89,) that God ie ** forgiving to the mer- 
*' ciful, and mexorcMe to those who withhold pardon and 
** compassion from others." And again, (p. 229,) " He 
<< requires nothing to make him merciful, but to be 
*' merciful ourselves *, nothing to make him placable 
**but to be meek, lowly, and forgiving. ^^ According 
to Doctor B. therefore, forgiveness of injuries is a most 
dSsentiul article of iaith, and y^, according to the same 
Dr. B. it is no ^' essential article of faith." It is not even 
*« an important trvHh,^'* Try it by the Doctor's sure guide. 
Is it taught in every one of the evangelists ? it is not. It 
is taught indeed hy three of the evangelists, and we would 
naturally suppose, that at the mouth of three such witnesses 
every doctrine would be established. These witnesses 
assure us that if we forgive not men their trespasses, neither 
will our heavenly father forgive us our trespasses. But all 
this is nothing. John omits it ; and therefore *< it is not 
*< ecen an iinporfant truth /" The same may be said of the 
doctrine of .repentance. 

Thus it appears, that the Doctor's sure guide is a fahe 
guide. It goes upon the false principle which our author 
assumes, that all the essential articles of faith are contained 
in every one of the gospels. He particularly assures us (p. 
45,) that the Apostle John *' committed to writing every 
** fundamental doctrine, every thing necessary towards ob- 
^^ taining life eternal." Now, he admits, that forgiving in- 
juries is a fundamental doctrine, and necessary towards ob- 
taining eternal life ; and yet John has not committed it to 
writing. It is not ^^ plainly declared*^ in his gospel. Re- 
pentance is a fundamental doctrine, and yet not plainly de- 
clared in all the gospels. 

•I ask, now, does the Doctor's book deserve the encomi- 
ums he has passed nipon it ? Is it *< consistent with itself 
" and the gospels .^" Is not " his sure guide" at variance 
withboth? 

6 
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His sure guide is not cmly n false gfuide, founded on false 
principles : and an inconsistent guide ; inconsistent with 
his own acknowledged creed : it is a dangerous and deS' 
structive guide — an ignis fatuus, calculated to mislead the 
Heaven-bound traveller, and to plunge him into the gulf 
of perdition. 

Following this guide, men might live and die implacable, 
and impenitent, and yet presumptuously hope to be saved ! 
They might say, *< According to Dr. B.'s sure gnide> nei- 
*« ther forgiveness of injuries nor repentance is an essential 
<* doctrine : it is not even an important truth — we vnH 
<« neither repent nor forgive :" and thus they might go 
** down by the sides of the pit " with a lie in their right 
** hand HP' 

Finally ; the Doctor's sure guide is an impious guide:. 
Itjimpiously degrades almost the whole of the sacred volume. 
According to it, no truth is important that is not plainly 
declared in all the gospels. Now, the sermon on the mount 
is not contained in all the gospels. The Lord's prayer is 
not contained in all the gospels. His intercessory prayer 
is not contained in all the gospels. His parables are not 
contained in all the gospels. His long and affecting vale>- 
dictory address, recorded in the fourteenth, fifteenth, and 
sixteenth chapters of John, is not contained in all the 
gospels. The institution of the Lord's supper is not con- 
tained in all the gospels. — Exclude from any one of the 
gospels whatever is not found in all the rest — exclude, also, 
the writer's oUrn *' occasional observations," — exclude, 
again, the uninspired " narration of ordinary facts^^ — ex- 
clude all these, and then tell me how much will remain. I 
might venture to assert, that the whole Bible would thus 
be compressed into a tract of less than ten pages ! 

Addison, in his Spectator, observes, *• That if all the 
<» books in the world were reduced to their quintessence, 
«* many a bulky volume would make its appearance in a 
<« penny paper." Dr. B. has tried the experiment. He has 
subjected the word of God to this reducing process. — Yes, to 
a penny paper he has reduced the quintessence of the whole 
sacred volume I Having advanced so far, the transition' to 
Deism is both short and easy. Nor would the bold and 
daring attack of infidelity be half so dangerous. 

Dr. B.- not only excludes the scriptures in general from 
the standard of our faith, but he actually pours contempt 
upon them. As the standard of our faith, he not only re- 
presents them as useless y but as positively injurious. «' If 
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** Christians,*' says he (p. 68,) " ha,d drawn all their creeds 
« from the words of Jesus Christ, their religion would have 
<< retained its primeval simplicity. If the simplicity of the 
** gospel had been thus preserved, uniformity would have 
*^ also very generally ^Kevailed, and Christians would have 
(< kept the unity of the spirit in the, bond of peace. This 
<* simplicity and uniformity would have preserved it from 
«< cavil.- The pure dpctrine of Christ is a subject of praise^ 
«« even among sceptics ; and their ridicule and invective are 
*^ generally directed against mysterious and metaphysical 
<* innovations, even when th^ir object is, to bring Chris- 
*^ tianity itself into disrepute. It may be reasonably sup- 
** posed, that, if the creeds of Christians ^ad remained 
*< simple and pure, there would have been fewer occasions 
** for scandal and offence. Their controversies would have 
<< been milder and fewer in numbery and their conduct, it 
<^ may be presumed, more peaceable and pure. They 
^* would have spoken the truth in love. That great scourge 
«* of human nature and disgrace of the Christian church, 
•* Persecution^ could scarcely have found any pretext for 
" cruelty in the words of Christ. The Christian religion 
** would liave so charmed and edified mankind, that it 
*< -would, by this time, have covered the whole face of the 
** earth. Men would have hailjed it as the messenger of 
** gjad tidinge. The prophecies of Christ would have re- 
<« ceived already, that completion which awaits them at 
** last. All mankind would have become one family, duti- 
'< fully performing the will of their common father, practis- 
<< ing the instructions of their great preceptor, and behav- 
*^ ing to each other as brethren. Their swords would have 
«( been transformed into plough-shares, and their spears 
** forged into pruning hooks. Men would learn war *no 
*» more, and would every day become more and more fit 
<< for translation into heaven. The Spirit of God would 
*t descend (the Doctor concludes poetically) and rest upon 
** their hearts, like the dove, the emblem of peace> gentle- 
«* ness, and love." ' . 

So theU) from a creed drawn from the gospels, all bless- 
ings and happiness would flow ; but from creeds drawn 
from the whole ward of God, all evils, natural and moral, 
have ensued ! Is not this to represent the scriptures of 
truth (the gospels alone excepted) as the pestilential source 
of every evil ? In this representation, is it not more than 
iosinuatedy is it not plainly implied — that these sacred 
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oracles have been the means of destroying the primeyal 
simplicity of religion, of fomenting divisions, and of banish- 
ing from Christians the unity of the spirit in the bond of 
peace ? — ^that they have exposed Christianity to the cavils 
the ridicule, and invective of scepticCl^ destroyed the sim- • 
plicity and purity of creeds ; furnished occasions for scandal 
and offence ; increased and exasperated controversies ; 
and ultimately destroyed purity and peace ? — That to them 
may be imputed persecution, cruelty and war ? — that to 
th&n may be ascribed all the Heathenism, Mahometanism* 
and infidelity, which at present deform the Pace of this globe? 
---that but for their baneful influence (I shudder as I write) 
the Christian *r«ligion would, by this time, have covered the 
whole earth ? — that by their baneful in^uence, the comple- 
tion of the prophesies is retarded, the union of mankind 
into one family counteracted, men prevented from doing the 
will of their Heavenly Father, from practising the instruc- 
tions of their great Preceptor, from behaving to each other 
as brethren, and, finally, from enjoying the pacific and 
beneficent influences of the blessed Spirit of Crod ? — ^If all 
these insinuations and implicit charges be just, the blasphe- 
mous conclusion would follow — that the greater part of the 
Bible 14 not a blessing hut a curse ! 

The insinuations, however, are unjust, and the charges 
groundless. The true state of this matter is the very reverse 
of the Doctor's representation. The Doctor recommends 
a partial creed — ^a creed drawn from a part of Revelation, 
from the Gospels alone. — The want of such a creed, he 
represents) as the baneful source of all our woes. Noi7, 
the very reverse, I am convinced, is the fact. The ©vils 
complained of originate, not from creeds founded on tbe 
whole of revelation, but from partial creeds^ creeds drawn 
from particular parts of the sacred volume-screeds like that 
which we find recommended, praised, and adopted by the 
learned Doctor.* 

The foundation of creeds, in my humble opipion, shocdd 
be no narrower than that of the Church of the living Gad. 
Like that sacred edifice, they should rest on the broad basis 
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^ After all his invectives against them, it appears that the Dgctori 
at heart, is no enemy to creeds. No man ever extolled creeds niore^ 
than be has eulogized those partial ont»t which he would wish to be 
drawn (loqi a j^rl of revelation-- ^om the gospels aJoDe« 
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of the ftcriptiires. To narrow the foundation of the Chri»- 
tian faith, as our author has done — to circumscribe Chris- 
tian doctrine — to abridge the sacred volume — to exclude the 
Old Testament, and the greater part of the New, from the 
creed of the Christian, is to subvert the Christian fauth, and 
overturn the Christian system— it is an attempt to tear away 
the greater part of that imperishable foundation, on which 
the church of God is built. Vain and fruitless attempt I — 
When the Doctor has first inverted the highest pyramid of 
Egypt— -when he has succeeded in placing that slup^dous 
pile of building on its apex instead of its base — Uien, and 
not till then, let him attempt to invert the church of God, 
by endeavouring to poise that glorious fabric on tbe narrow 
pivot of a few pages, instead of rearing it on the broad basis 
of " ike Prophets and Apostles, Jesus Christ being the chief 
** comer stone,^^^ 

Whilst degrading the other Scriptures, our author exalts 
the Gospels too high. This, to a superficial thinker, may 
appear impossible ; but it is not. We exalt them too high, 
when we raise them on the ruins of the other Scriptures. 
We exalt the Gospels too high, when, with Dr. B., we vainly 
imagine) that creeds drawn from them must be necessarily 
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* The Antrim Presbytery, in their petition to the House of CommonB, 
make the following declarations: — <*that your petitioners are so far 
«» from entertaining any sentiments derogatory to the Holy Scriptures, 
« that they do believe, that there, and there only, can be found the true 
<* unpolluted doctrine of Christ crucified — that they invariably appeal 
^' to tbe sacred voli^me for the truth of what they teach, and are at all - 
** times ready to reject any opinion that can foe shown to be at variance 
*« with the word of God." 

According to this declaration, the members of the Antrim Presbytery 
liold no sentiments derogatory to the Holy Scriptures. — With what 
truth Dr. B. could sign such a declaration, let the reader of tbe prece- 
ding pages judge ! That tbe sentiments, on which I have been animad- 
verting, are not only derogatory, but highly derogatory to the Holy 
Scriptures, no unprejudiced person can deny. 

The declarations of the Antrim Presbytery, I regret to say, are am- 
biguous and equivocal. They declare, that the doctrine of Christ 
crucified may be found in the Holy Scriptures. How found ?— at a 
few grains of wheat in a bushel of chaff? This, as we have already 
seen, appears to be Dr. Bruce's view of the subject f 

They declare again, that they appear invariably to the sacred volume 
for the truth of what they teach. But how do they appeal to tbe sacred 
volume ? Do they appeal to the whole of it, or only to the one hundrtih 
part of it ? Do they make the whole of it the standard of their faiAij or 
only a few pages f TV bat a pity that the Presbytery were not more 
cspUcit? 

6* 
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puro, calculated to eradkate all evil, and to iatrodnee ett 
good. What, I ask, is iatbe words of Jesue Christ, which 
prevents them from beiog perverted, as well as ih» otbet 
Scriptures ? Nothing. — Notwithstanding all the Doctoi'9 
high eocomiums oa the Gospels — and they are worthy of 
encomium — have they not been actually perverted ? Twby 

HAVE. 

What words have been more perverted than these, " Thou 
" art Peter, and upon this rock will I build my church ?** 
Has not the supremacy of the Pope been founded upoa 
them? 

What words have been more perverted than these, *' This 
*' is my body* Except ye eat the flesh, and drink the blood 
<^ of the son of man, ye have no life in you ?" Has not the 
monstrous doctrine of transubstantiation been founded upot^ 
them ? 

What words have been more perverted than these, ** Ex- 
*' cept ye repent, ye shall all likewise perish?" Has not 
the doctrine of penance been founded upon them ? 

What words have been more perverted than these, 
" Whosesoever sins ye forgive, they are forgiven ?" Has 
not the blasphemous doctrine of indulgences been founded 
upon them ?— Thus it appears, that the Doctor's fine theory 
is contradicted by facts. Facts prove, that the most mon* 
strous and abominable creeds have actually been drawn 
' from the very words of our blessed Redeemer I 

After extolling the Gospels too high, by raising them on 
the ruins of the other Scriptures, he finally degrades them, 
by admitting that " they have produced unhappy effects o« 
* ' our perverse and crooked generation, ' ' Neither the Gos- 
pels, nor any other part of the Scriptures, ever " produce 
unhappy eff^ects.^^ They may be the innocent occasions^ 
hut can never be the causes of evil.* 

Having examined the Doctor's '' subb o^ibe," let us now 
attend to his- "safe kule." 

Page 39, he writes thus : ** But, the question, to which 
«( I mean chiefly to confine^ myself, at present^ relates to 



* t do not impute this to the Doctor as a designed charge upon the 
Gospels. It is only one of those numerous instances in which fae hai 
failed in expressing what he meant. In the present case, he has unin- 
tentionally degraded the Gospels, by coofoundlog the distinction 
between an occasion and a cause. 
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<^ 4isp«led deelriBeft. Here, if ]iou wwr eaifced^ UndenHaiAd 
'* ]^e what ye read ? y^OKi viigbt w^ rep3y» How eai) we^ 
^^ except some. fHas guide oa ? — And tfaeix the questtOR te* 
** car^y Who shodl guide us ? What diiection tsfaail: we look 
** to m eontf o¥ei^ ? To whom shall we apply, wiieo - 
** hdm/ed m^n and whole ehufches disSet 1 How sfaaS the 
<( people decide, when their teachers, aad o&er lewnied di*" 
^* vjlies, disagree ? Thaa is an interesting question, «Lt ail 
«* times ; and never more so, than at present^ when reli- 
** gfotis eentroyens^ is so much the vogue. 

^' Perhaps^ tibe shortest answer that can be given is, Let 
*^ them alone. Let them differ, and do yon adhere ovkf to 
^* those points in which they all afree. Christians must 
*< necessmly coincide in opinion, upon many importasit 
^' truths. We may, I believe, safely say, that tiiey concur 
^« on every doctrine, which can justiy be called fundameB" 
*^ tal. Their agreement (mi these, while they dt6^r cm other 
«' pimis, is a strong reason fbr embracing them : their -dif^ 
<( ference upon subordinate doctrines, mast excite a suspi- 
<< ekoA that they may not be true ; and a belief, that they 
<' are not essential. So that, if there be any tenet, upon 
'< which you have not the means of attaining to a rational 
^* belief, you had better leave it among polemics and con* 
<« tfovefsio&alists, till they agree among themselves ; and, 
*' in the mean time, addict ydurselves to those practical, 
'< edifying, and well established principles, in which they 
*' concur. This is the safest general rule that I can give to 
*« you." 

So th^i, with regard to all those doctrines winch have 
beea disputed^ the safest rule Dr. B. can give^ is» "let 
TH£H AjLONia." Now, really, if our learned author had no 
better role to give than this, with great submission, I con- 
ceive, it would have been infinitely better to have gtven n& 
rvie of all. I shall cissign my reasons. 

Taking the Doctor's safe rule in their band^, the plain, 
illiterate part of his congregation might reason thus :•— 
*< Whether any day be hdier than another, is a pc4nt dis- 
' *« puted by learned divines ; we wUl therefore Zef the oh^erxh 
<' once of the Christian Sabbath alone. It cannot be a mat- 
^* ter of any great importance, whether we spend it in reli- 
** gious services, or in business and amusement* 

*^ Baptism is a disputed point : we will < let it ahme,* 
<^ Wewdll not have our children baptized ; for it i» of no 

*« importance whether they are baptized or not. 
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*^ Tke ht^0 Supper is & disputed point : we will * let 
<* U ahneJ* Whether we commemorate the dying love of 
'* Jesus or not, is a matter of no importance. 

<< Secret prayer, family worship, social worship, poblio 
** worship, in a word, all divine ordinances, public and pri* 
<* vate, are disputed points : according to the sale rule of 
*' our good minister) Dr. B., we will let them dUme* We 
*< will neither worship God in public nor in private* At- 
** tendance on such ordinances can be of no importance. 
" Particularly, we will * let the Bible alone ;' for whether 
*' the laity should read it at' all, has been matter of dispute ; 
<* and at present it is disputed whether we should read it 
*^ without note or comment. We will leave the Bible 
** among polemics and controversionalists, till they agree 
'< among themselves about the reading of it. 
. « We will let the moral law alone: for whether we are 
" obliged to keep it or not, is a matter of dispute among 
** learned divines. It is therefore a matter of no conse- 
<* quence, whether we study to keep the commandments of 
" God, or live in the open violation of them ; whether we 
" study purity in heart, speech and behaviour — or live in 
<* rioting and drunkenness, chambering and wantonness-— 
" giving ourselves up to work all uncleanncss with greedi- 
<* ness. The difference cannot be great : for some sects 
" have maintained that good works are so far from being 
*• necessary, that they are obstacles to our salvation. Ac- 
^< cording to the safe rule of our good minister, we will let 
<< the moral law alone I^^ 

But I must now stop. X cannot go farther into detail. 
To point out all the absurdities of this '< safe bule," would 
fill volumes. If this safe rule of the Doctor's be a good one, 
where are all our peculiar principles as Dissenters ? Ail 
these principles were disputed principles. They were, 
therefore, of little importance ; and yet our forefathers shed 
their blood in defence of them. According to the Doctor's 
safe rule, they ** died as a fool dies /" 

Again : If the Doctor's «' 8(rfe ride^^ be a good one, what 
becomes of all our peculiar principles as Protestants ? What 
becomes of all the peculiar doctrines of the Reformation— 
those doctrines, which the martyrs sealed with their blood ? 
They were all disputed doctrines, and, therefore, unimpor- 
tant. The blood of the martyrs was shed in vain ! 

In one sense, indeed, the Doctor's rule must be acknow« 
lodged to be a safe one. 
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No rule could he eaferfor the Chum^ cfRome. It wo«M 
^aveput an extinguisher on the Reformation. WithYegard 
to the disputed doctrines, our author wouW have said, ** LeH 
*^ them alone. Leave them among the poleimice and contro- 
«* tereionaUetgy till thep agree among themsehee" Now, as 
they have not yet agreed among themselves, the Refornm- 
tioh would not have yet commenced ; Dr. B. and iiis )iear* 
ers would have been, at this very moment, stanch Qatbo- 
lics, in the wann embraces of the old mother church! — My 
readers will forgive me^ rf, impelled by the force of trs^, I 
proceed still farther, and say : 

No RULE COULD BE SAFER POR THE RTN6DOM OP SaTAIV. 

If universally adopted, it would have eflfectually secured the 
perpetuity of Ms reign, and the integrity of his empire. WHh 
great deference, I tjall upon Dr. B. — I call upon all the 
Arians in the world — to mention, if {hey can, one ek^le 
truths which Satan and his ' emissaries have not disputed. 
Under the Old Testament dispensation, Satan's emissaries, 
his false prophets, opposed and disputed those truths deli- 
' vered by the prophets of the Lord. Would Dr. B. have 
said on this occasion, '< Let those disputed truths idmie^ 
" tin the prophets agree among themsrlves ?** A safe rule, 
indeed, for Batan*s kingdom ! The Old Serpent iiixnself 
couid nave invented none better. 

Again : In the commencement of the Christian era, Sa- 
tan's felse apostles opposed and disputed the doctrinet 
taugbt by the true apostles of Jesus Christ. (^ Cor. xi. J 3, 
14, 15.) '* For such are false apostles, deceitful workers, 
** transforming themselves into the apostles of Christ. And 
" no marvel ; for Satan himself is transformed into an 
" angel of light. .Therefore, it ie no great thing if his 
** ministers also be transformed, as the ministers of right- 
** eousness, whose end shall be according to their works." 
When the apostles of Jesus and those of Satan were thps 
disputing the great doctrines of the Cospel, would our au- 
thor have said, " Let those doctrines alone. Leave them 
" among the polemics and controversionalists, till they have 
*« agreed among themselves ?*' No rule in the world wo^d 
have contributed more effectually to tbe safety and prospe- 
rity of Satan's kingdom ! On the principle of this rule^ the 
Christian religion could have never been propagated. ' 

As Satan had his false prophets under the legal dispen- 
Bation, and his false apostles at the commencement oi tfce 
Christian era, so in every subsequent period of the church. 



at least till the time of the millennium, be has had, or will 
have, his false teachers. Our Saviour warned us against 
such seducers. (Matthew, viii. 5.) << Beware of false pro* 
*' phets, which come to you in sheeps* clothing ; but in- 
*( wardly they are ravening wolves.*' The apostle Peter 
sounds the alarm, and puts the dliiirch on her guard against 
the intrusion of men, who would ** come in unawares, and 
** privily introduce damnabhi heresies, denying the Lord 
*^ that bought them, and bringing upon themselves and 
*' their followers swifl destruction." The apostles Paul, 
Jude, and John, all blow the trumpet and sound the alarm. 
Their injunctions to us are, << Beware 1 Beware ! Be not 
'< deceived. Let no man beguile you. Stand fast in the 
'^ faith. Contend earnestly for the faith once delivered to 
*' the saints. Stand fast intone spirit and one mind, striv- 
*' mg together for the faith of the Gospel." With these 
apostolic injunctions, the advice of Solomon is completely 
in unison ; <* Buy the truths and sell it not-^* 

From these observations, it is abundantly evident that 
^' the Devil, our adversary, is still going about as a roaring 
** lion, seeking whom he may devour ;" that he is still 
opposing the truths of the Gospel. The adoption of the 
Doctor's safe rule would be a base desertion of truth, and 
dereliction of duty. Instead of ** resisting the DecUy thai 
he tnay^eefrom us,^* it would be a surrendering to Satan 
at discretion. It would be leaving his emissaries in undis- 
turbed possession of the field. No, Doctor Bruce ! The 
friends of the Redeemer are not so cowardly. Rallying 
round the standard of truth, in the name of theii God they 
will display their banners : nor will they leave the field tiU 
they '« ^ee Satan faUing like lightning from heaven to 
earth ;" till they see truth bursting through the cloiids of 
error, and '< the knowledge and glory of the Lord covering 
** the earth, 9s the waters cover the sea." 

If the Doctor's safe rule be adopted, what becomes of all 
his own principles ? — his principles as a Protestant ? — as n 
Dissenter ? — as a Presbyterian ? — as a member of the An- 
trim Presbytery ? What becomes of the doctrines taught 
in his volume of sermons — the same doctrines which were 
taught previously by <* those eminent ministers^ Hallidagf 
** and his gran^aiher^ Drennan and Brown^ Mackay and 
" Cromi^" — ^the same doctrines which were taught for a 
centujry past, by the Presbytery of Antrim ? These are all 
disputed dectrines ; and this very circumstance> according 
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to the Doctor's own acknowledgment, ^* must excUea Mi^ 
picion that they may not be trueJ"^ Why, then, should he 
preach those. suspicious doctrines? Why did his hoasted 
predecessors, for a century past, preach those suspicious 
doctrines ? Why do all the other members of the Antrim 
Presbytery, as well as himself and his son, continue to 
preach those suspicious doctrines ? What ! the Presbytery 
of Antrim preaching, for a century, dpctrines confb^ed^ 
suspicious ? Tell it not in Gatb i publish it not in Aske- 
loni lest Deists should rejoice, and Infidels triumph. 

I have dwelt the longer on the Doctor's safe rule, as I - 
believe it to be a rule too generally adopted ; and a nile 
fraught with incalculable mischief. Why are so many dis- 
senters returning to the bosom of the church of England ? 
Why are so many Protestants returning to the bosom of the 
church of Rome ? I answer, our author's safe r«le, and 
other kindred maxims, have a- powerful influence in pro* 
•ducing these effects. ** No matter what we believe, if we 
•** are sincere." •' Those doctrines, about which good 
■*^ men differ, cannot be important." 

■^ For modes of faith let gracrless sealou fight ; 
'.^H'lB can^t be wrong, whose life » in the rigbt.'^ 

• 

These have been the prevailing, fashionable maxima of 
the past century — maxims, as unphilosophical, as they are 
unscriptural — ^^maxims, which separate theory and practice 
— maxims, which confound truth and error ; absurdly repre- 
senting both as equally favourable to virtue ! Upon the 
principle of such maxims, it is natural to ask. Why did 
those graceless zealots, Luther, Calvin, ZuingUns, and the 
rest of our reformets, fight with the church of Rome about 
modes ot faith? Why did they throw all Europe into 
flames for no purpose ? <* These graceless zealots^^ — ^may 
the patrons of such maxims say — " acted as fools by des- 
** troying the peace of Christendom; but we are men of 
*>* pacific disposUions^ and will show our superior wisdom^ 
*• by returning tol>he bosom of our mother church,^'* '* A 
«< part of all wUl be saved.^^ *< When we go to Heaven, ii 
*^ will never be asked, Are you Catholics, Churchmeny or 
** Dissenters ?^^ — I ask any man of candour — any man ca- 
pable of the slightest reflection — Have not such «« sitfg 
^rtifef" V^ liberal maxims a direct tendency to stop th% 
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inarch of mind — ^to arrest the progress of Reformalioik-^ 
md to lead us back into darkness and Popery ? 

How different the sentiments of our blessed Redeemer 
and his Apostles ! <* Sanctify them through tby truth ; thy 
** word is truth." << God bath chosen you to salvation 
^ ^' through sanctification of the spirit, and belief of the truth. 
'< Because they received not the love of the truth, that they 
*' might be saved, God gave them over to strong delusions 
<< to believe a lie, that all might be damned who believe not 
" the truth.'^*/jJ Come out from among them, my peop le,** 
d&c. ^'y^^^>-^s'^'> -- - N '^ - J) 

Nearly allied to the Doctor's sure guide, and safe rule, it 
the following maxim laid down in his treatise on the Being 
and Attributes, (P. 12) : <' It is also a law of our nature, 
^' that we cannot discredit testimony, when sufficiently 
<< strong." Though this maxim, at first sight, appears quite 
plausible ; yet, if duly examined^ I humbly conceive, it will be 
found to subvert the foundation of the Christian system, and 
to lead directly to Dmsm, to Atheism, and to blasphemy, 
— ^These assertions are strong, I acknowledge. That they 
are not too strong will appear, I am convinced, by the fol- 
lowing syllogisms : 

'< It is a law of our nature, that we cannot discredit tes* 
" timony, when sufficiently strong." 

But the testimony in favour of the truth of Christianity, 
bis been discredited ; 

Therefore, the testimony in favour of the truth of Chriis- 
tianity, was not sufficiently strong. 

Does not this syllogism, founded on the Doctor's maxim, 
level to the dust the whole fabric of Christianity ? Does it 
not lead directly to Deism ? 

Again : ** It is a law of our nature, that we cannot dis- 
** credit testimony, when sufficiently strong." 

But the testimony, which God has given in favour of the 

truth of his own being and attributes, has been discredited ; 

Therefore, the testimony, which God has given in ^vour 

of the truth of his own bemg and attributes, is not sujffi- 

ciently strong ! 

I ask again : Does not this- syllogism, founded on the 
Doctor's maxim, lead directly to Atheisst ? 

Once more : " It is a law of our nature, that we cannot 
" discredit testimony, when sufficiently strong;" 

But the testimony God has given of his Son, the testi* 
mony which the Son has given of the Father, and the testi* 
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mony which the Holy Spkithas given of both, iutTe been 
discredited ; ' 

Therefore, the testimonies of Father, Son, and Holy 
Ghost, are not sufficiently strong! 

Whether or not Uiis syilogisfo, founded on the Doctor's 
maxim, leads to bkispkemyy let the reader judge. 

If testimony, when sufficiently strong, cannot be disere* 
dited ; neither faith is a duty nor unbelief a sin. Necessity 
of nature is quite incompatible with virtue and vice* praise 
and blame. Hence it is, I humbly presume, that the wi- 
philosophical, and unscriptural ideas of the innocence of 
error*'^ and the trivial importance of truth, have gained 
such currency in^ the present age. When testimonies or 
doctrines are discredited, the &ult must either be in the evi- 
dence, or in the mind that perceives it. Now, with regard to 
the doctrines of the Bible, or the testimony in favour of ^ 
truth of Christianity, what Christian would say, that the fault 
is in the evidence ? God never requires of his rational crea^ 
turesany thing unreasonable — anything naturallyimpossible* 
If he requires men to believe in the truth of Christianity, he 
has given sufficient evidence of that truth. If he requires 
men to believe in the doctrines of tiie Gospel, he has given 
sufficient evidence of the truth of those doctrines* It is on 
this principle alcHie, that faith is a duty, and unbelief And 
error, sins. The understanding is the judge, bound to give 
a verdict according to evidence ; but the judge may be 
bribed. — The will, the affections, the appetites and pa3siiM3S» 
blind the understanding, pervert the judgment, and influence 
the belief. It is almost proverbial, that what w^ wish we 
easily believe ; and that— r 

<* A man conyinced against his will 
1*^ Is of the same opinion still." 



* Dr. B. maiotains that error may not only be innocent, but tMi" 
eous and holy! The well-instrtrcted Christian, he assures us (P. T$7^y 
will fee — '* that while he adhered to the gospel he was at least safe : 
** that the sincere profession of a holy and righteous faith, though it 
>< were erroneous, must be pleasing to a holy and rigbteont God." 
What! Holy and righteous erroneous faith ! What a combination of 
words ! ^* Pious frauds^^ are nqt more monstrous, than holy and rights 
eOus erpors* It is not more blasphemous to affirm, that the God of 
holineit may delight in sin, than to assert, that the God of truth must 
be pleased with error ! — Need we be" at^U astonished that Infidels ex- 
claim, Priestcraft ! and Imposture ! when yre hear an err9neoiu faith 
not only pronounced innocent^ but righteous and holy, by a learned 
Divioe, a Doctor 6f DiTinity? 

6 
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If error, unbelief, Deism, and even Atbeisoi) arose pur ef jr 
from the exercises of the understanding, without any con- 
cern of the will, the affections, the heart \ they would not 
be criminal. But the case is quite otherwise. Each c^ 
these is highly criminal ; because the decision of the judg- 
ment is perverted by t&e influence of the will, the affections, 
and dispositions of the heart. It is '* with the heart man 
believes" — there is ** an evil A^ar* of unbelief — ** the fool 
•ays in his heart. There is no God.'^ This is a subject of 
great delicacy and importance. Confounding the pure acts 
of the understanding, with those which are influenced by 
the will and inclination, has induced men of the greatest 
talents, to consider error, unbelief, Deism, and even Athe- 
ism, as innocent. A remarkable instance of this we have 
in Brougham's inaugural address, in Glasgow University ; 
and in his speech in the House of Commons. In the for- 
mer he represents man, as having no'control over his belief, 
and as no nM>re accountable for it, than for the <* hue of his 
" ^skin, or height of his statuyeJ ' In the latter, he declares, 
« that if a man were an Atheist, or an Infidel, it was his 
*< misfortune, not his fault ; and that he should be viewed 
" with pity, not with blame." All this proceeds upon the 
erroneous hypothesis, that our wills, inclinations, appetites, 
passions and ]>rejudices, have no influence on our belief. 
Were the premises true, the conclusion would be unavoida- 
ble-; but the premises are false, and therefore the conclu- 
sion is erroneous. It is equally opposed to the philosophy 
of the human mind, and the infallible dictates of divine 
Kevelation. '* He tliai believes not shall he damned. And 
*' this is the condemnation, that light is come into the 
" world, and men love darkness rather than light ; because 
*« their deeds are evil. (2 Thes. ii. 10, 11,12.) ** Because 
« they received not the Zorc of the truth, that they might be 
*« saved. God shall send them strong delusion, thaf they 
" should believe a lie, that they all might be damned, who 
" believe not the truth, but had pleasure in unrighteous- 
*< ness." ^ 

By confounding what is natural with what is moral, some 
orthodox divines have fallen into the same error. 

Mar^Gowan in his letters to Priestly, speaking of thpse 
who are grossly erroneous, says : " They are certainly 
*• more properly objects of my pity, than of my resentment. 
*« With as much propriety might I be offended with a poor 
<< man, who was born blind, and continues so, because he 
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" is not a judge of colours ; or with a deaf man, becaUM 
*< he uiiderstands not the harmony of sounds." Thus th# 
acute and penetrating MacGowan stumbles on the same 
ground with our great Parliamentary Orator. He stumbles 
by confounding natural with moral blindness. The cases, 
however, are completely distinct, and altogether different. 
The man born blind says, " Lord that I might receive my 
•* sight." On the contrary, those who are morally bliad* 
hate the light ; they love darkness rather than light. This 
is their condemnation. This is the ground of .their crimi- 
nality and guilt.* 

By what I have written in the preceding pages, I do 
not mean to deny, that some parts of the sacred volume, 
and that some doctrines of divine revelation, are more im- 
portant than others; but I maintain that they are alZ im- 
portant. They are all necessary-^necessary to complete 
the glorious fabric of divine truth. We hear much of 
essential truths, fundamental truths, ,&c. It is true, in- 
deed i that the removal of foundation stones is the speediest 
mode of destroying a building ; but it is no less true, that 
a greater number of houses are ruined by the deficiency of 
their slates, pinnings, moKar, &c. than by the razing of 
their foundations. What wlsMe man would say, when rob- 
bers arc attacking his housed " Let them alone. If the 
foundation stones are safe, the other parts of the house are 
of inferior importance ?" 

All the parts of the human body are not equally import- 
ant, but they are all necessary to complete the frame. 
<' The eye cannot say unto the hand,^I have no need of 
'' thee ; nor, again, the head to the feet, I have no need 
" of you. Nay, much more those members of the body 
" that seem more feeble are necessary." The same is the 
case with regard to the different parts of the Bible. They 
are not all equally important ; but they are all necessary- 
necessary to complete one glorious body of divinity. The 



* Ihadintchded to proceed farther in the .discussion of this eiibjecf ; 
liut, with much surprise and pleasure, I find myself anticipated by an 
able defender of the faith of the Gospel — the Rev. Dr. Wardlaw, Glas- 
g,ovr. This pious and learned divine has published two sermons in re- 
futation of those very sentiments, 'which I had previously marked out 
as the subject of animadversion. — These sermons I would recommend 
at useful and important — giving at once a sciiptural and philosophical 
f lew of tbif difficult subject. 
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amputatioii of a legl an ann, or even a fioger or a toe, de« 
vtroys, the uniformity, and mars the beauty of the human 
body. Who would not contend for his feeblest members^ 
as well as for his head or his heart ? On similar princi- 
ples, what true Christian would wilfully suffer the body of 
Revelation to be maimed or mutilated ? That man is not 
' worthy of the name of a Christian, who would wilfully sur- 
render ^* one hair or hoof of truth. She was not the true 
mother of the child, who unfeelingly exclaimed, *< Let it be 
<< neither mine nor thine, but divide it." 



CHAPTER III. 

, The Supreme Deity of Jesus Christ defended, 

SECTION I. 

His names — particularly the names Jehovah and God. 

It is, I conceive, no contemptible proof of the doctrine 
1 advocate, that the opponents of our Lord's Divinity, feel 
it necessary to depreciate the sacred oracles. No man can 
degrade the Son of God, till he first degrade the Word of 
God. Having, in the preceding pages, endeavoured to 
repel our author's attack on the plenary inspiration of the 
Scriptures, we shall now proceed to defend the Supreme 
Deity of 6ur blessed Redeemer. 

The reader of these pages may be anxious to know, why 
the defenders of the Divinity and Atonement of Jesus 
Christ appeal more frequently to the Epistles than the Gos- 
pels. The reason is this : In the Epistles those doctrines 
are more clearly taught. Were the question put, Why more 
clearly taught by the Apostles than their Master ? I an- . 
swer, first, *' Even so, Father, for so it seemed good in thy 
" sight." This is a sufficient answer to all those wjio do not 
suppose their own wisdom superior to the wisdom of 
God. In the second place, I ansvyer the question by asking 
another. Why were more souls converted by one sermon 
of the Apostl^ Peter, than by all the sermons wbi^h hi« 
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Master preached during his life ? Thirdly, I answer, Had 
the Master taught the doctrines of his Divinity and Atone- 
ment, as clearly as those doctrines were afterwards taught 
by his Apostles, he would have counteracted the end of his 
mission. Had so much light beeri shed upon his character^ 
the princes of this world would have known him ; and 
<< had they known him, they would not have trucifUd the 
Lord of Glory, ^^ Does Dr. B., by wishing to confine us 
to the Gospels, mean to reject that flood of light poured on 
the character of our Redeemer after his ascension? Does 
he wish to reduce us to that partial light under which our 
blessed Lord was crucified ? Could he succeed in this un- 
hallowed attempt, I have no doubt in saying, as human 
nature is the same in every age, multitudes would homolo- 
gate the crime of the Jews, they would cry out, ** Away 
** with him, away with him." *' Crucify him, crucify him." 
** They would crucify afresh the Son of God, and put him 
** to an open shame," by degrading his person and 
vilifying his blood ; by denying his Divinity and rejecting 
his Atonement. 

In defending the Supreme Deity of the Son of God, I 
shall follow neither the Doctor's *' sure guide" nor ** safe 
" rule ;" but the direction of our blessed Lord himself, 
»* Search the Scriptures ; for they are they which testify of 
" me." 

Our author's attack on the Deity of our Redeemer is not 
very formidable. Out of his ov^n mouth he stands con- 
demned. To enable me to prove, that the Lord Jesus is 
** Over all, God blessed for ever," I need ask nothing more 
than what the Doctor himself admits. In his Being and 
Attributes, (p. 161) he says, "The self-existence of the 
•' Deity is expressed by his name Jehovah." And, in his 
' sermon on the pre- existence and example of Christ, he 
observes, (p. 133) ** We have every relison to believe, that 
»« the Patriarchal and Mosaical dispensations were con- 
*« ducted, under God, by the agency of one Super-eminent 
•* Being, denominated the Angel of the Covenant, the 
«* Angel of the Lord, and Jehovah." In one volume the 
Doctor grants; that the name Jehovah denotes self-exist- 
ence ; and in the other he admits, that Jesus is Jehovah. 
Jesus,^therefore, must be self-existent, and thus the selAez- 
istence of the Redeemer, and, of course, his Supreme 
Deity, are proved by Dr. Bruce himself. Jesus Christ is 
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proved to be, whal: our author, elsewhere, stretitioufllljr 
denies — ** the undcrived and self-existent cause of all" 

,The name Jehovah is the distinguishingj appropriate^ 
and peculiar name of the Supreme Being. This is granted 
by some of the most sensible Antitrinitarians. Yates, in 
his reply to Wardlaw, says, '* jEUOVAir, it is well known, 
*' is used in the Old Testament, as the peculiar and appro- 
*' priate name of tlie Supreme God.'* And Dr. Bruce him- 
self grants, that this peculiar and appropriate name of the 
Supreme God, is also the name of our Lord Jesus Christ. 
After this, *' What need of furtlier witness ? Have we not 
*' heard from his own mouth ?" Is not the conclusion inevit- 
able — that Jesus Christ is the Supreme God ? Should any 
person think, that the Doctor has betrayed his own cause ; 
or, should any person deny, that the nnme Jehovah is the 
appropriate, peculiar, and incommunicable name of the 
Supreme God, I would refer him to the following texts. I 
shall quote them as they stand in the original, substituting 
the word Jehovah for Lord ; for the English reader will 
observe, that when the word Lord is printed in capitals, the 
original is Jehovah. When God proclaimed his name to 
Moses, (Ex. xxxiv. 6, 6,) he passed by and proclaimed 
*' Jehovah, Jehovah." (Amos, v. 8,) *« Jehovah is his 
*<name." (Amos, ix. Ip,) ** Jehovah is his name." 
(Ilosea, xii. 6,) «« Jehovah is his memorial." (Neh. ix. 6,) 
" Thou, even thou, art Jehovah alone." (2 Sam. xxii. 32,S 
«« Who is God save Jehovah?" (Psalms, Ixxxiii. 18,) 
*« Whose name alon^, is Jehovah." (Isaiah, xlii. 8,) " 1 am 
«< Jehovah, that is my name ; and my glory I will not give 
««to another, neither my praise to graven images." From 
these, and a multitude of other texts, it is abundantly evi- 
dent, that Jehovah is that name which exclusively belongs 
to the Supreme Being. It is a name which he possesses in 
common with no other being. The glory of it he will not 
give to another. 

In the Old Testament our blessed Redeemer is not only 
denominated Jehovah, but Jehovah of hosts, ** Holy* 

«« HOLY, HOLY, HOLY JeHOVAH OF HOSTS : THE WHOLB 

<« EABTH IS FULL OF HIS GLORY." Bv an inspired commen- 
tator this sublime description is applied to our Lord Jesus 
Christ (John, xii. 41,) *' These things said Esias,when he 
** saw his glory and spake of him.^^ 

Now, if the name Jehovah, that glorious and peculiar 
name of Deity, and not only the name Jehovah, but Jeho* 
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irAB OF HOSTS, be given to our Lord Jesus Christ ; Will So* 
cinians and Arians venture to say, that our « blessed Re- 
deemer is not the Supreme God ? — that he is only a crea- 
ture, an angel, or a man ? — Such was the veneration with 
which Che name Jehovah was regarded among the Jews^ 
that they conceived it a kind of impiety to utter it : they 
treated it as ineffable, and substituted another in its stead. — 
Now this great and dreadful name of the Deity, this name 
which the Supreme God claims as his exclusive preroga- 
tive^ and which he declares belongs to none but himself, is 
also the name of Jesus Christ. This is granted by Dr. B., 
and is evident — as we shall afterwards see — from a multi- 
tude of portions of Old Testament scripture. Doctor 
Bruce, therefore, and all Socinians and Arians universally, 
are necessarily reduced to this dilemma — they must either 
deny that the Supreme God has any peculiar name by which 
he may be distinguished from his creatures — they must deny 
this in the face of all those 'texts, quoted above — or then 
they must grant, that Jesus Christ is the Supreme God.* 
Our author asserts, that *' the instances in which the 
" title God is applied to Christ, are very rare ; and attended 
" with no greater difficulty, than those in which he is styled 
" a man." To find Arians balancing such difficulties, is 
not strange. In either of the cases mentioned by the Doc- 
tor, the difficulties — on the Arian hypothesis — are great in- 
deed — insuperdbly great. We feel none of them : they 
are peculiar to the Arian system. — In the sacred volume, 
Jesus Christ is declared to be a wian, and we believe him. to 
be really a man. Jesus Christ is declared to be God, and 
we believe him to be really God. Arians believe neither. — 
The Bible affirms that the Redeemer is God ; but Dr. B. 
affirms that he is a creature. The Bible asserts that the 
Redeemer is a man ; but Dr. B. asserts that he is an angeh 
These contradictory assertions, notwithstanding the boasted* 
simplicity of the Arian scheme, present to the mind great 
and insuperable difficulties. On the absurdity of Arian 
ideas, with regard to the humanity of Jesus Christ, I can- 
not deny myself the pleasure of laying before my reader* 
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* To eTade the force of the preceding dilemma, should any allegs 
that the Supreme God has some other peculiar name, and not the 
name Jshovah, lohallenge them to the proof. Let them produce It 
if thisy can* 
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the following observations-^-observations which character- 
ise the Logician, the Philosopher, and the Divine. They 
are extracted from the introduction prefixed to Stuart's an* 
swer to Channing : 

" Those who ascribe to him (the Redeemer) true Divi- 
** nity and Humanity, do so from conviction, that no other 
** view does justice to the varied exhibitions of his charac- 
** ter in the Scriptures : They think that even the Arian 
** hypothesis, which has been often recommended, particu- 
** larly in a late publication, (Dr. B.'s sermons) as avoid- 
*' ing all the difficulties of other schemes, and < having 
** none of its own, except such as must attach to any su- 
pernatural interposition,' is essentially defective in two 
respects : not only as falling short of the majesty ascribed 
*' to him — but is opposed to the most obvious accounts of 
his humanity. The latter circumstance deserves parti- 
cular attention. Many do not seem to be aware, that, on 
such a hypothesis, the humanity of the Saviour is as com- 
** j)letely rejected as his Divinity. According to this fash- 
" lonable view of his person, he was not man. He had 
merely a human body, but not a human soul. The only 
intelligent principle connected with the body was a pre- ♦ 
** existent spirit, of a distinct and superior order, who con- 
•* descended to adopt it as a frame or residence ; and who 
** thus possessed only the outward form, the shell of huma- 
** nity." Now, it may be asked. What constitutes a human 
being ? Dr. B. says, by man ** we mean only a human 
** body, inhabited by a rational soul. The origin, or pecu^ 
•• liar properties of that soul, excepting reason, do not 
** come within our consideration." " But were a person 
•< of ptain common sense asked, whether an Angel con- 
*• nected with a body like ours was really a Man, would he 
" not feel that there was a trifling with common and obvious 
•* language in the very question ? Does not the term Man, 
** primarily refer to the intelligent principle connected with 
•? the body ; and to some peculiar properties of that princi- 
•* pie, by which it is distinguishable from other orders of 
" intellectual existences ? It is surely not any rational prin- 
** ciple connected with a human body, that constitutes hu- 
** manity. The general principal of reason may exist* 
«• while the laws to which it is subjected in different beings, 
" may vary so much as to form distinct orders of inteUi- 
•« gences. To constitute a human being, therefore, requires 
'* a rational principle, having all the faculties and capaci- 
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« ties, and all the laws of thought that are common to tho 
9pecies, and form their distinguishing characteristics.-^ 
<< Such is the accuracy of Doctor Bruce's definition .of 
*' Man ; to which, he says, * Jesus conformed in every 
*^ thing.' According to such a definition, could it be said 
*< of him, that * he was in all things made like anto his 
*« brethren V Even if this supposition were made, it would 
*< still be a question > whether it is consistent with possibi-^ 
'* lity ? Have we any reason to believe, that the organiza* 
•* tion of the human body could be adapted to an intelli- 
<( gence of a different nature from the human mind $ or 
'< could be the means of awakening in it sensations, ideas, 
*^ and emotions ? Every thing about our constitution shows, 
** that there is the nicest and most delicate adaptation of the- 
** corporeabframe, tothe peculiarities of the rational princi- 
*^ pie which we possess ; whilst we have reason to think that 
** a change in either would disturb the whole economy, and 
^^ derange all the laws of thought. It should thus be seri* 
«^ ously considered; whether the Arian hypothesis does not 
«' involve difficulties and mysteries, as great as those which 
<* it proposes to avoid ; and whether it is more consistent 
^ with the known laws of human thought, than with the- 
*« plainest declarations of Scripture." 

In that same page (111) on which the previous animad* 
versions are made, we find the following assertions : — *<-A 
•' spirit, therefore* of superior excellence may, if it be the 
*' will of God, occupy a human body ; as we are assured 
" that angels have done."* Now, where are we assured 
that angels have occupied human bodies ? Np whebx.. 
We are assured, indeed, that angels appeared in human 
form ; but we are no where assured that they occupied real 
human bodies. 

The philosophical observations quoted above, prove the 
Doctor's opinion to be in the highest degree improbable, if 
not absolutely absurd. Besides, if angels occupied real 
human bodies, our Saviour himself occupied one before hi* 
incarnation in the womb of the virgin. — Three angels ap- 
peared to Abraham in the form of men ; one of them was 
the Redeemer ; for the patriarch styles him JfiHOVAfc, and 



• I take it for granted, that the case of demoniacs was not contem- 
plated by the Doctor. In that cass it was not mere bodies that wtr* 
possessed ; but bodies previously occupied by souls. 
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mtereeiles with bim in behalf of Sodom. Now, if the other 
two angels had real human bodies, so also had the Angel 
of the Covenant. The evidence in both cases is the same. 
If, then, our Saviour had a real human body in the patriar- 
chal age, the absurd conclusion follows — that he has had 
two bodies, and has been twice incarnate ! If the ideas of 
Ariaas respecting the human nature of Jesus be antiscrlp- 
tural and unphilosophicah still more untenable are their opi- 
nions respecting his Divine nature ; they are directly op- 
posed by almost every page 6f the sacred volume. 

Dr. B. asserts, ** that the instances in which the title 
•« God is applied to Christ are very rare." With all due 
deference, I assert, that they are ^ery numerous — almost 
innum^able. The principles laid down by our author him- 
self will clearly evfnce the truth of this assertion. He lays 
it down as a: principle — a principle in which I fully acqui- 
esce — that when God is represented as appearing, con vis- 
ing, &c. the Lord Jesus Christ is intended. For no man 
hath seen God (the Father) at any time. No man hath 
seen him, nor can see him. He is the King eternal, im- 
mortal, invisible, — It is only Jesus Christ, but not God the 
Father* that has ever become the object of our senses. 
Now, if it was the Son of God that appeared to the patri^ 
archs and Old Testament- saints — ^if it was he that convers- 
ed with them and conducted the patriarchal and legal eco- 
nomies — if it was he that chose the Israelites, brought them 
out of Egypt, led them through the wilderness, drove put 
the Canaanites from before them, and put them in posses^ 
sion of the promised land — if it was he that was called the 
Angel of the Lord, the Angel of his Presence^ the Angel of 
the Covenant — if it was he that was denominated Jehovah, 
Ihe God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, the God of Israel, 
the God of Bethel, &c. — if Dr. B. grant all this — and all 
this he fully grants — with what consistency can he main- 
tain? that " the instances in which the Redeemer is called 
«« God are ^evf V* Are not God and Jehovah the common 
appellations by which that glorious personage is designa- 
ted ? The attentive reader of his Bible will find that it is 
not in a few, but in hundreds of instances, that those epi- 
thets ^e applied to our blessed Redeemer. 

In the very commencement of the Bible — in the third, 
chapter of Genesis, our blessed Saviour is represented as 
conversing with our first parents, and is styled the LoRp 
Cop* or j£uoyji.u Gop, at least eight time3.«->'lD the thir-^ 



:teeB^b<^apter of Judges, the Lord Jesus Christ is ten times 
styled the Angel of the Lord — or the Angel Jehovaa, ao- 
,eording to the original — ^and in the 22d verse he is expressly 
ealled God* '< And Manoah said unto his wife, We shall 
** surely die, because we have seen God.*' That the glo- 
rdous personage who ap])eared to Manoah and his wife wm 
the Redeemer, admits of no rational douht. In conjunc- 
tion, with the circiimstance of his appearing, the names as- 
^ibed to him sufficiently prove it. He is not only styled 
God and Jehovah, but W{mderful (verse 18), ** Why aslt- 
<< est thou after my name, seeing it is secret." The epithet 
translated secret^ should have been rendered Wondebfua. 
It is so rendered by the Septuagint in this place, and by our 
translators themselves in Isaiah, ix. 6, << His name shall be 
•• called Wonderful, Counsellor, the Mighty God, the Ever- 
*• lasting Father, and Prince of Peace." To point out all 
the instances in which our Redeemer is styled God and Js- 
BOVAH, would fill a volume. The reader may consult at 
bis leisure those passages where he is represented as ap- 
pearing to Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, to Moses, Joshua, 
the seventy elders, and other patriarchs. He will then be 
fully convinced, that the glorious personage, who appeared 
to thenr, and conversed with them, is, in multitudes of in> 
stances, called God and. Jehovah — and Dr. B. himself will 
tell us, that the person who thus appeared was not God 
the Father — (for he never appeared) — but God the Son, 
our blessed Redeemer. 

Should not our author have paused ? — Should he not 
have read bis Bible with a little more care, before he risked 
the bold and groundless assertion — that the instances in 
which the title God is applied to Christ are *' very rare 2'^'* 

The Doctor proceeds to make other assertions equally 
groundless. P. 112 and 113, he writes thus : >* In tbe 
*' Hebrew tongue there are several terms denoting, some, 
■< the Supreme God, and others, subordinate spirits, invest* 
" ed with authority and power. From the poverty of ourlao- 
*^ guage, in this respect, we are obliged to translate them 
•* all by the word God, The same deficiency exists in 
" Greek, the original language of the New Testament. 
** Hence arises the use of the word, God, in different senses, 
*.'. and the common opinion, that this term always signifies 
. " the Supreme Being." 

What, I askr are those Hebrew terms, some of them de- 
noting^ tbe Supreme God, and others subordinate spirit9> 
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which) from the poverty of our language, we are obliged 
to translate by the sajne word God ? Let our author pro« 
duce them if he can. He will find the task difficult. Why ? 
There are no suqh terms. There is no such poverty, either 
in our own or in the Greek language. The Doctor's asser- 
tion is groundless, and calculated to mislead the English 
reader. 

His next assertion is still more palpably erroneous. It 
is as inconsistent with fact as with grammar. " Hence 
*• arises the use of the word, God, in different senses, and 
" the common opinion that this term always signifies the 
** Supreme Feing." — What! Common opinion! There 
is no such common opinion. When the Deity tells Moses, 
that he made him a God unto Pharaoh ; is it the common 
opinion that Moses was the Supreme Being ? When angels 
and magistrates are called gods, is it the common opinion 
that angels and magistrates are the Supreme Being ? 
When the Devil is styled the god of this world, is it the 
common opinion that Satan is the Supreme Being ? With 
all due deference to Dr. B. I would take the liberty of 
asserting, that on this subject, common opinion is as cor- 
rect as his own. 

That our blessed Redeemer is in Scripture called God, 
Dr. B. and other Anti-trinitarians readily admit. They ^ 
cannot deny it. But they maintain that the word is used 
in an inferior sense, and that our Saviour is only a delegated 
€rod[.— They tell us, that angels are called gods — ^that ma- 
gistrates are called gods — tha$ idols are called gods — and • 
that even the Devil is called a god. — I know, indeed,* that 
angels are called gods, but I know, also> that they are all*, 
commanded to worship tJie Redeemer. (Psal. xcvii. 7,) 
** Worship him, all ye godsJ*^ — (Heb. i. 6,) " When he 
" bringeth in the Jlrst'begotten into the world, he saith, And 
" let all the angels of God worship him.^^ — ^Let Dr. B., if 
he be able, quote one single portion of Scripture, where 
any person is commanded to worship angels. He will find, 
on the contrary, the worshipping of angels condemned in 
that same word of God, which enjoins those spirits to wor- 
ship the Redeemer. (Col. ii. 18.) 

I know, again, that magistrates are called gods ; but I 
know, also, that there is no temptation held out in the 
sacred volume to make them the objects of religious wor- 
ship, or to confound them with the living and true God. I 
know, that in the very same portion of Scripture where they 
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are denominated gods, they are represented as weak and 




princes." In speak- 
ing of the Redeemer as God, the language of Scripture is 
very different., (Heb. i. 8.) '< But unto the Son he saith^ 
*' thy throne^ O Ood^ is for ever and et>cr." " Thou art 
** the same and thy years shall not fail." 

Once more : I know well that idols are called gods, and 
that Satan is styled the god of this world — but I know also, 
thatin the very same Scripture, (Psal. xcvii. 7.) where all the 
gods are 'commanded to worship the Redeemer, it is like- 
wise] written, ** Confounded be all they that serve graven 
<* images, that boast themselves of idols." I know the 
Redeemer has bruised the serpent's head, that he will bind 
Satan, thrust him down into the bottomless pit, and set a 
seal upon him. — ^V I know thai the idols he ihall utterly 
** abolish,^^ 

That Jesus Christ is an inferior God — a subordinate God 
— ^ delegated God — is a doctrine which our author may 
have received by tradition from his fathers, but it is not 
taught in the sacred oracles. The Scriptures teach the 
very opposite doctrine : they teach us, that Jesus Christ is 
not an inferior God, but the Mighty God. (Is. ix. 6.) 
*« For unto us a' child is born, unto us a son is given ; and 
** the government shall be upon his shoulders ; and his 
** name shall be called Wonderful, Counsellor, the Mighty 
" God, the Everlasting Father, the Prince of Pea^." 

The Scriptures teach us that Jesus Christ is not only the 
Mighty God, but the Almighty God. (Gen. xvii. 1.) 
*« The LoBD (Jehovah) appeared to Abraham, and said 
*< unto him, I am the Almighty God." (Exod. vi. 2, 3,) 
" And God spake unto Moses, and said unto him, I am Jeho- 
** VAH, and I appeared unto Abraham, unto Isaac, and untOi 
** Jacob, by the name of God Almighty" — (Gen. xlviii. 3,) 
** And Jacob said unto Joseph, God Almighty appear^ 
** unto me at Luz, in the land of Canaan, and blessed me." 
(Gen, XXXV. 9, 11,) ** And God appeared unto Jacob again, 

* when he came out of Padan-aram, and blessed him. — . 

* And God said unto him, I am God Almighty." — NoV, 
who was that Great Being who appeared to Abraham, 
Isaac, and Jacob by the name of God Almighty ? Doctor 
Bruce will answer the question. He will tell us, that it 
was our blessed Redeemer ; for God the Father, he candidly 
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granta, never appeared — ^never became the object of human 
•erises. Jesus Christ, therefore. Dr. B. himself being wit- 
ness, is God Almighty. — He is so represented, not only 
in the Ohl Testament, but also in the New. (Rev. i. 8,) 
** I am Alpha and Omega, the beginning and the endin?, 
^« saith the Lord, which is, and which was, and which is 
«« to come, The Almighty." 

From pages 95, 97, 103, 104, 107, 110, 117, 134, 139, 
144, 148, &c. it appears that Almighty is that very epi- 
thet, which our author has selected to mark the distinction 
between our Lord Jesus Christ and the Supreme Being ; 
and yet it does not mark that distinction ; for, as we have 
seen above, not only God the Father, but Jesus Christ his 
Son, is in Scripture denominated God Almighty. It is 
also remarkable, that, in page 96, the Doctor asserts, that 
the Almighty cannot become an object of human senses; 
and yet we have seen that the Almighty Tias become an 
object of human senses — his Arianism betrays our learned 
author into all these errors. In opposition to the plain 
declarations of Scripture and his own concessions, he takes 
it for granted that Jesus Christ is not the Almighty. 

The Scriptures teach us, that Jesus Christ is not a little 
God, an inferior deity, but the Gkeat God, (Tit. ii. 13,j 
*' Looking for that blessed hope, and the glorious appear* 
*^ ing of the Great God and our Saviour, Jesus Christ.'* 
Dr. Bruce cannot deny that our Saviour, in this text, is Thb 
GREAT God. He cannot deny it on two accounts — let, He 
cannot deny it without a violation of Greek grammar. Ac- 
cording to Grenville Sharpe's rule, had Great God and 
Saviour referred to different persons, the Greek article would 
have been repeated before the latter noun — ^2dly, He can- 
not deny it without denying what he formerly granted — 
that God the Father never appears, nor can appear. The 
glorious appearing of the great God, must therefore 
mean, not the appearing of the Father — for he never ap- 
pears — but the appearing of our Lord Jesus Christ. It 
follows, of course, even upon the Doctor's own principles, 
that Jesus Christ is the Great God. Now if Jesus 
Christ is the Great God, as the Scriptures declare him to 
be, why should Doctor Bruce — why should Socinians and 
Arians', persevere in their vain attempts to degrade him to 
the character of a creature— to the character of a man«^ 
or to that of an- angel ? 
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The Scriptures teach us, that Jesus Christ is not only 
the great God, but the true God, ( 1 John, v. 20.) *♦ And 
*• weJcnow that the Son of God is corfte, and hath given us 
** an understanding, that we may know him that it is true ; 
•* and we are in him that is true ; even in his Son, Jesus 
'•* Christ. This is the true God and eternal life." 

The Scriptures teach us, that our Lord Jesus Christ is* 
not only the Mighty God, the Almighty God, the Great 
God, and the trde God, but the only Wisk God. (Jude, 
xxiv. 25,) *tNow unto him that is able to keep you from 
•* falling, and to present you faultless before the presence of 
<* his glory with exceeding joy, to the only wise God ouf 
** Saviour, be glory and majesty, dominion and power, both 
•*now and ever. Amen." Who will present bejievera 
before the throne of his glory ? The Redeemer. (Kphea. 
T. 27,) He 'presents his church to himself^ «* a glorious 
«* church, not having spot, or wrinkle, or any such thing." 
(Col. i. 22,) He presents her '* holy, unhlameahle, unre- 
** proveable." • It is not God the Father, but Jesus Christ, 
that presents the cliurch before the presetice of his glory. • 
Jesus Christ, therefore, ** is the only wise God our Soriowr," 
to whom belong ** glory and htmour, dominion and power* 
** both now and ever. Amen." 

Finally : The Scriptures teach us that Jesus Christ " Is 
•« God over all." (Rom. ix. 5,)** Whose are the Fathers, 
«* and of whom, as concerning the flesh, Christ came, who 
" is ot?er alU God hhssed for ever. Amen." 

Angels lind magistrates, in a very few instances, ar« 
called gods ; but what magistrate — what angeK except thf 
Angel of the Covenant, is styled the God of Abraham, 
Isaac* and Jacob ?— the God of Israel — the God of Bethel 
— ^Jehovah God — Jehovah God op Hosts* — thk Mightt 
God— THE Almighty God — the Great God — the Most 
High GodJ — thb Tkub Goi>— the o>xy Wise God— God 



.• In Hosea, xil. 3. 4, 5, we 1i»nrn that ** the R»»H«»em<»r — the Man- 
Che Angel who i^-refstled wiih. Jacob, was God — Jehovah God of Hostt; 
and that Jehovah is his nipninriHl.** 

t That the enithet Most High is a|»p1ierl to our Re'Ieciner, is ad- 
mitted by Dr. B. him$>elf. l*hHt beautiful passH)re (says he, p. 96,) In 
Deateronomy, is also understood to ipl.ite tn the Angel of the Lord 
(that is, Jesus Christ, ai^coiding to his own nrknowl«»dgmeiit,) ** When 
*<tife Most High divided the natimis,therr tnherit^nre ;i\:c. In tbt 
Old Testaiiietit, (P«al. 73,26) ^Ue Israelites are said to hava tampled 
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over all) blessed for ever ? Where are such epithets — such 
xkames and titles applied to magistrates, to idols, or to 
angels ? No where. No creature in heaven or in earth 
was ever honoured vdth such glorious appellations. 

Dr. B. (p. 103) censures Trinitarians and Socinians for 
appealing to verbal criticisms) various readings, and philolo- 
gical disquisitions. He pronounces the Arian scheide so 
consistent and rational, that it requires no such support. 
He declares that Arians are coiitent to take the Scriptures 
as they find them in our translation ; and, finally, he ridi- 
cules the criticisms on Rom. ix. 5) and 1 Tim. iii. 16. Now 
really, in the name of all the Trinitarians in the world, I 
plead innocent. I solemnly declare, that we are perfectly, 
content to take those texts as they stand in our tr^slation. 
The latter text asserts, that God was manifest in the fleshj 
and the former assures us, that '' Jesus Christ is owr alt, 
God blessed for erer." Let those texts be taken as they 
are, and the controversy is ended. The Supreme Deity <»f 
Jesus Chri«t, even by the acknowledgment of Antitrinita- 
rians themselves, is fully established. " If there were any 
evidence" — says Mr. Yates, speaking of the last cited text 
— ** that this (the common) translation is correct, here 
" would be a case in point : the words of the Apostle would 
" present a clear and valid argument for the Supreme Kvi- 
*<nity of Jesus Christ."— p. 180. 

, I leave our learned author to his choice. He must cither 
retract his vain boasting, and confess that his scheme can- 
not be supported without the aid of verbal criticism ; or 
then he must abandon the Arian system, and acknowled^, 
that the Supreme Deity of the Redeemer is clearly esta* 
hlished. 

Dr. B. ridicules the idea of contending, whether there 
should be in certain parts of a sentence, commas or fuQ 
stops. But who sees not, that if a man were at liberty to< 
substitute full stops for commas, the Bible might soon be 
metamorphosed into the most erroneous or the most nonsen- 
sical book in the world ! In a parenthesis, he says *« (for there 
"are no stops, or division of words in the ancienl MSS. 
** and neither party can produce the autog^raph of PaoPs 



the Most High God. This, in the ^ew Testament, is applied toooi 
Lord Jesus Christ. (I Cor. x. 9,) << Neither let us tempt ChrlsVa9i'i««ic«9- 
"^ of tliem tempted," , 
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amanuensis.)'^* This parenthesis has mther no meaning, or 
it absurdly supposes, that, though the ancient MSS. wanted 
stops and divisions, yet the most ancient of them all — th« 
autograph of Paul's amanuensis^ had them 1 



SECTION II. 

AUributes of the Deity ascribed to the Redeemer, 

In the preceding section, I have endeavoured to proye^' 
that Socinians and Arians must either maintain^ in opp08i<> 
tion to the plainest dictates of Scripture and reason, that 
the Supreme God has no peculiar name by which he may 
be distinguished from his creatures, or then they must aban- 
don their system, and grant, that Jesus Cbbist is the 
SupREHs God. 

In this Section I shall attempt to showv that Socinians 
and Arians must either give up their favourite schemes, and 
admit the doctrine of the Redeemer's Divinity, or bs 
obliged to maintain the monstrous position — that the Su- 
preme Being has no incommunicable Attribute. 

I ask, then — Is omnipotence an incommunicable attribute 
of Deity ? Jesus Christ is omnipotent. He is the Al- 
mighty, as we have abundantly proved in the preceding see* 
tion. I ask again — Is omniscience an incommunicable 
attribute of Deity ? Jesus Christ is omniscient. rJofaU) 
xvi. 30,) <* Now we are sure that thou knowest all thmgs." 
(John xxi. 17,) *^ Lord, thou knowest all things; thou 
" knowest that I love thee.'' 

To know the thoughts and the hearts of men, is repre- 
sented in Scripture, as a peculiar and incommunicable 
attribute of Deity. (1 Kings, viii. 39), «*For thou, even 
** thou only, knowest the hearts of all the children of men" 
— but Jesus Christ claims this attribute (Rev. ii. 23,) ** And 
" all the churches shall know, that I am he which searcheth 
** the reins and hearts, and will give unto every one of yon 
*< according to your works." Is eternity an attribute of the 
Supreme Being?— Jesus Christ is «'The Evkhlastisb 



* The Doctor's parenthesis appears, at first sight, vfistly learned— 
ilSS. ! autograph ! amanuensis ! How the illiterate will stare ! When 
a writer makes such a display of his learning, surely a little good toiif^ 
aad good granmar, wouJd^ a very useful accooi|Muimiaiiu 
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, << FAtHies," (baiah, ix. 6,) or the father of eter^y* fi^ 
is the great I Ast, ** whose goings forth were of oid^ mfem. 
*^from everlasting ^'^^ (Micah, v. 2) — ** withmi heginmng ef 
« days or end ^ lifey^ (Heb. vii. 3) — the ** AI[>ha and 
Omega ; the beginning and the ending ; the first and the last ;" 
which is, and which wasi and which is to come ,^' fRev. i* 
8, 17) — << He is the same and his years fail not,'' (Heb. 
i. 12.) Is omniprescence an attribute of Deity? Jesus 
Christ is omnipresent. (Matt, xxviii. 20,) «*Lo, I am with 
<* fou alway, even unto the end of the world." (Matt. xvui. 
23,) *< For where two or three are gathered together in my 
^^oame, there am I in the midst of them." (John iii. 13), 
''•And no man hath ascended up to heaven, but he that 
*' esLttke down from heaveU) even the Son of Man which is 
'^ in heaven." He was in heaven at the very same time he 
was here on earth: fof he fills heaven and earth with hia 
presence. Though the heavens now contain his human na- 
ture ; yet he is always present with his church on earth. 
(£x^xx. 24,) <' In all places where I record my name^ I will 
'* come unto thee, and I will bless thee." Is immutdbiUty 
an incommunicable attribute of Deity ? Jesus is immut- 
able. (Psal. cii. 25, &c. — Heb. i. 10, &c. — Heb. xiii. 8.) 
He is ** the same yesterday, to-day, and for ever." Accord- 
ing to the. doctrine of Scripture, Jesus Christ is unchange- 
oMe ; but according to the doctrine of Arians, he is the 
most changeable being in the universe I According to their 
hypothesis, he is an Angel or Superangelic Being, who, in 
the revolution of ages, having gone through a state of pro- 
gressive improvement and perfectibility, had gradually ad- 
vanced to the highest dignity — a state of dignity next to 
that of the Supreme Being — a state of dignity so high, that 
he was honoured with the name God, the name Jehovah, 
&c.-— a state of dignity so high, that he was employed in 
performing oue of the greatest of all God's works, the cre- 
ation of the world. This Superangelic Being divests him- 
self of his dignity and glory, dwindles down to the ignorance 
ai>4 weakness of infancy-^from infancy, again, passes 
through a state of progressive change, till he arrive at man* 
hood — performs miracles — preaches the gospel — then dies 
-^rises-again — advances to such a state of superlative dig- 
nity and glory, that he has obtained a name above every 
name — that angels, principalities and powers are made sub- 
ject to hinah— that he is the delegated governor and judge of 
men and ang«ls4 With great respect, but. with equal. coa* 
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JBdttace, I ehaflenge Doctor B* — f chBAen^ «J1 the Ariant 
ia tbo worlS, to |K>iDt out one single being in the universe 
00 vmMlef so eluatgeahiey as they have exhibited the blessed 
Bedeemer— -a beings not like the sun* as beautifully repre- 
sented in Scripture, but like the moon, in a state of conti* 
nual mutation- a)id change ! Such is the Arian scheme, 
which Dr. B. tells us, appevs to him to avoid all the diffi* 
cidttes of the other systems ; and to have «' none of its 
** own ; except such aa^must attach to any supernatural ia* 
" terposition^" 

Finally, I caU upon Socinians or Arians to mention any 
cue incommunicable attribute of Deity, and I will engage 
to prove, that that same attribute belongs to the Redeemer. 
They must, therefore, either deny, that the Deity has any 
incommunicable attribute-— an/ attribute by which he may 
be disdnguisfaed from >fais creatures — or ihey must acknow- 
ledge, that Jesus Christ is the Supreme God. Sociniaoe 
and Arians tell us that angels, magistrates, and idols, are 
styled gods ; but I ask them, What created angeL magis* 
trates, or idol, is represented in Scripture as the ommpateni 
God, the omniscient God, the omnipresent God, the hearts 
seareking God, the eternal God, the unchangeable God ? 
NoiCB.^~These are the incommunicable attributes of Deity^ 
and being applied to the Redeemer* they prove him to be — 
the Supreme CM- 



SECTION III. 

7%e peculiar works of God ascribed to our Redeemer. 

The Supreme Being has made himself known by hoi 
works, and particulaily by the work of creation. (Rom. k 
SO), *' For the invisible things of him, from the creation of 
«< the world are clearly seen, being understood by the things 
** that are made, even his eternal power and Godhead." In 
the Old Testament Scriptures, as well as the New, he fire* 
quently af^f^eals to his works, in proof of his Deity.-— He 
^allonges the gods of the nations to produce similar preoii 
ef their Divinity. He u^^braids them, because they can 
neither do good nor do evil ; and assures us (Jer. x. D), 
that '' the ^>ds who h%^e not made the heavens and ihm 
*( earth, slmll perish from the earth, and feom under these 
** heavens."—- The work off creation, we are assured, is the 
wotk^t JvmvfAM jlU>vm* ,(Neh. ix; 6), <«T^ou,;;^e«e9 
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** thott, art .Trhovah al6nb : thou hsist made heaveti, t1i<r 
** heaven of heavens with all their host, the eclrth and all 
«« things that are therein, the seas and all that is therein) 
*^ and thou preservcst them all ; and the host of heaven 
** worshippeth thee." In this great work the Deity adniitg 
of no competitor, no partner, no instrument or subordinate 
agent, as Arians dream. (Isaiah, xliv. 24), " Thus saith 
*^ Jehovah, thy Redeemer, and he that formed thee from 
*< the twomb : I am Jehovah that makethall things, tkat 
** stretcheth out the heavens alone, that spreadeth abroad 
;« the earth by myself." — On the Arian hypothesis, how 
is this text to be reconciled with other Scriptures, which 
assures us, that all things were created by Jesus Christ t 
These texts, on Trinitarian principles, are easily recon- 
ciled — the Deity spread abroad the earth by himself, when 
he spread it abroad by Jesus Christ ; for he and the Father 
are one ; but on the Arian scheme, the above-cited texts 
are utterly irreconcilable. According to Arian principles, 
the Deity created the world, not by himself, as asserted in 
Scripture, but by one perfectly distinct from himself— by 
one infinitely inferior to himself — ^by one who is himself a 
creature t If Arian principles be true, Jesus Christ is not 
only a creature, but a creature that created himself! (John, 
i« 1, ^'C^), '* In the beginning was the Word, and the 
•* Word was with God, and the Word was God. The 
" same was in the beginning with God. All things were 
*^ made by him, and without him was not any thing made 
** that was made." Now, if Jesus Christ is a creature, a 
made being, as Arians affirm ; and if without him was not 
any thing made that was made ; the monstrous absurdity fol- 
lows, thai he made himself! I know, that to avoid this 
gross absurdity, some of the Arians maintain — that Jesus 
Christ only created this earth — but in this they flatly contra- 
dict inspired Apostles. The Apostle John asserts, (John, 
i. 3), ** That without him was not any thing made that 
*^ was made." The Arian, in direct contradiction to this, 
boldly asserts,, that without him thousands and mUUonB 
of things were made. The Apostle asserts, that not one 
thing was made without him ; but the Arian asserts, that 
immensely more things were made vnth&ui him than were 
made hy him ! For what is this jrorld, cbmpared to the 
universe ? By the acknowledgment of Arians themselves, 
it is as nothing. The following beautiful description of thtf 
grandeur and extent of the universe, flows from the pen of 
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Sr. Price, one of the abfest Arian writers : (Price's S^* 
mans, p. 78.) 

^' We are too s^pt to look upon ourselves as unconnected 
*< with any superior world of beings, and the sun and stars 
^* as made only for us*, This is all miserable narrowness 
*^ and shortsightedness. That earth, which appears to us 
** so great, is, comparatively speaking, nothing to the solar 
*^ system— the solar system, nothing to the system of thtf 
*^ fixed stars — and the system of the fixed stars nothing to 
" that system of systems of which it is a part. I refer, now, 
** to some discoveries in the heavens which have been lately 
*^ made. The planets aire so many inhabited worlds ; and< 
*^ all the stars which twinkle in the sky, so many suns en- 
«* lightening other worlds. This no one now doubts. But 
•* late observations have carried our views much farther, by 
<^ discoveiang that this whole vast collection of worlds and 
** syet^ns, bears a relation to other collections of worlds 
*^ and systems ; that our system moves towards other sys- 
^^tsma; that all the visible frame of sun, planets, stars, 
** and milky way, forms one cluster of systems ; and that, 
*'' in the immense expanse of the heavens, there are myriads 
** of these clusters, which to common glasses appear like 
*^ small wbite. clouds, bul.to better- glasses appear to be as- 
semblages of stars, mixing their light. This sets before 
us a prospect which turns us giddy ; but, however 
'* astonishing, we have reason to believe, that all that it 
'^ presents to us, is nothing to the real extent and grandeur 
<^ of the universe ; for all these myriads of worlds, of sys- 
**^ terns of worlds, and of assemblages of systeips, being form* 
'*. ed SO: much on one plan, as all to require light, it is 
" more than probable, that somewhere, in the immensity 
*^ of space, other. plans of nature take place ; and that, far 
*^ l»eyond all that it is possible for us to descry, numberless 
<* sqenes of existence are exhibited, different in this respect, 
<' and <»f which we can no more form a notion, than a. child 
** in the womb can form a notion of the solar system, or a^ 
'^ jnasborn blind, of light and colours." 

lik this eloquent description Dr. Price admits, that, com* 
pacatiTely:speaking, this earth is nothing to the solar system, 
tbe solar system nothing to the fixed stars, and the system 
oi fisnd Btaia nothing to that system of systems of which it 
]]|<apart This world, there^fore, compared with the other 
irof ka of God* sinks into insignificance. It is nothing, less 
ihm nothing) and vanity. . And yet this world — this insig- 
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niSbant world — is all (liat the Redeemer creafed, tfceordiAg 
to the view of Dr. Price, and other Arians. The Divine 
Spirit, foreseeing that violent attempts would be made to 
rob the Son of God of the honour of creation, and ulti- 
mately to despoil him of the glory of his Divinity, has been 
graciously pleased to give us " precept upon precept) and 
•» line upon line." Though the testimony of the Apostle 
John already quoted, is completely decisive ; the Apostle 
Paul comes in to his assistance ; and, in language, if pos«' 
Bible, still more conclusive, assures us^ (Col. i. 16.) that 
** by Jesus Christ were all things created that are in heaven 
•« and that are in earth, visible and invisible, whether they 
** be thrones or dominions, or principalities or powers, aU 
"things were created by him and for him — and that he it 
" before all things, and that by him all things consist.'* 

Paul assures us, that all things were made by the Re* 
deemer ; and John assures us, that no one thing was made 
without him ; but Dr. Price, in opposition to both, mo* 
destly asserts, that the things made by him are as notfaing,^ 
compared with those that were made without him ! Now, 
what are those things which were made without him ? Are 
they things visible? No : for all things visible were made 
by him. Are they things invisible? No : for all things 
invisible were made by him. Those thirgs, therefore* which 
Arian Doctors dream were made vvithout the Redeemer, 
must be things neither visible nor invisible ! All things tim* 
9er sally were created by the Son of God — not only by him 
as a subordinate agent, according to Atian doctrine, but 
for him as their last end, according to the doctrine of the 
Apostle Paul, *» All things were created by him and^r 
.**him." 

In a confused paragraph (p. 127), Dr. B. observes, "that 
** there is probably no word in any languajje, that signifies 
** exclusively production out of nothing — that the Hebrew 
'^ verb translated to create, often implies « to fashion Of 
'* form matter already in being' — and that '* the creation of 
**^the world by Jesus Christ may signify no more than ar* 
** ranging and ordering it according to the will of God," 
Now, if there is no word in any language that signifies ex- 
clusively production out of nothing, 1 would be glad to 
know, upon what scriptural evidence the Doctor rests his 
faith, ** That God created the heavens and the earth out of. 
♦• nothing" — whilst Jesus Christ only »* arranged and or-. 
« dered this earth UQcording to the will of God." I call, 
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tipon him to produce his evidence. I am convinced hectfi* 
not produce it. The assumption is completely gratuitous — 
it 13 a mere ipse dixit— a. dream. Whatever language Ul 
adduced to prove, that the Supreme Being created all things 
out of nothing, will equally prove, that all things t?ere pro- 
duced out of nothing by Jesus Christ. The langagge aad 
the evidence are in both cases the same. 

Again : our learned author asserts, that '* we have no 
*• ground for deciding whether creative power be an income' 
" municable attribute of the Almighty or not.*' 

In this ODinion he is quite mistaken. To convince him 
of his error, 1 would request him to read those numerous 
texts, which appeal to creation as a decisive proof of the 
Almighty's eternal power and Godhead. — Admit, for a mo-* 
ment, that creative power may be communicated, and all 
those texts are rendered insignificant — their force is des- 
troyed — they can no longer prove what they were intended 
to prove — tfie eternal potter and Godhead of the Deity, It 
creative power be communicable, 1 call upon Dr. B. to show 
that the Deity possesses any one incommunicable attribute. 
If a creature may possess creative power, Jiow can we dis- 
tinguish the creature from the Creator ? How can the liv- 
ing and true God be distinguished from idols ? How can he 
be distinguished from the workmanship of his own hands ? 
That the Deity is known by his works, is admitted by alL 
It is by his works that he is proved to be the only living and 
true God. Without an appeal to the works of God, we 
could never prove his existence. But what is the use of 
such an appeal, if the Arian system be true ? There is no 
work of God to which we can possibly appeal — no work 
that is not performed by Jesus Christ, one of his creatures. 
Is Creation a distinguishing work of God ? Jesus Christ 
has created all things. — Is Providence a distinguishing work 
of God ? Jesus Christ upholds all things. *» By him all 
" things consist" He manages all the wheels of I^rovi- 
dence* as we see in the first chapter of Ezekiel. He directs 
those wheels in all their revolutions — brings order oiit of 
confusion, light out of darkness, and good out of evil. Is 
Redemption — the new creation — the iUumination of the world 
— the pardon of *in — the resurrection of the dead^ or eter* 
ncd Judgment^ a work of the Supreme God ? All these worke 
are performed by o|ir Redeemer. 

Is there any one work peculiar to the Supreme Being 
which Jesus Christ does not perform? Not oke. Do the 
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works of God, particularly the work of creation, prove the 
Almighty's power and Godhead ? The^ do. Do not the 

, same works prove the eternal power and Godhead of the 
Redeemer ? Most certainly. If Jesus Christ is only a mere 
creature, as Arians contend — and if Jesus Christ performs 
all the works of the Supreme God, have we any proof that 
there is a God at all ? None whatever. The Arian sys^ 
tent destroys the proof of the being of a God, and leads 
to Atheism. Such monstrous absurdities induced Dr. 
Priestly, and other divines of research and penetration, to 
explode and reprobate the Arian system. These divines 
saw clearly, that if it be granted that Jesus Christ created 
the world, it is impossible, without the greatest absurdity, 
to deny bis Divinity. 

Dr. B. alleges, that the Socinian objections relative to 
creation are directed against the saisred writers, not against 
the Arian system. I grant, indeed, that in order to make 
out their own schem.e, the Socinians are obliged to explain 
away the plainest portions of the word of God, But I ne- 
vertheless believe, that the Socinian objections are not only 
directed against the Arian system, but I am fully convinced 
th^ have levelled it to the dust. Arian principles, with 
regard to creation, are utterly indefensible. Dr. B.'s dream» 
that Jesus Christ did not create the- world out of nothing, 
but only formed, fashioned, arranged and ordered it, will 
not do.— It is not only a gratuitous assumption, but even 
were it proved true, it would afford its author no relief. He 
admits that the being of a God is proved by his works, and 
particularly by the work of creation. — ^No matter, . accord- 
ing to his doctrine, whether by creation we understand the 
production of the world out of nothing, or only its organi- 
zation and arrangement. In his treatise on the Being and 
Attributes (p. 89), he writes thus : " When we have recon- 
** ciled ourselves to this, we must recur to the interference 
** of the Eternal Spirit to organize the brute mass and put 
** it in motion ; acts, as far as we can tell, that may require 
" more power, as well as skill, than creation itself." Now, 
supposing — though not granting-^that God the Father cre- 
ated the world out of nothing ; and that Jesus Christ or- 
ganized the, brute mass and put it in motion, what has the 

, Doctor gained ? Nothing at all, — For Jesus Christ, by or- 
ganizing the brute mass and putting it in motion, has dis- 
played greater power (for any thing Dr. Bruce knows) than 
God the Father has displayed by producing it out of nothing ! 
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It follows, therefore) firom the Doctor's principles^ that u 
Crod the Father has displayed his eternal power and God* 
Jiead by creating- the world oUt of nothing ; J^esus Christ 
lias given as great, if not a greater, display of his eternal 
power and Godhead^ by organizing the brute mass and 
putting it in motion. Thus it appears, that Dr. B. has fully 
established what he meant to subvert — the Supreme Deity 
cf our Lord Jejtus Christ. 

Our author may now tell us, that angels, magistrates and 
idols are called gods — but I ask him, Of what one of these 
created angels, magistrates, or idols, is it said, ** That he 
*« made all things'* — ^that «< without him was not any thing 
«< made that was madeV — ^that '' by him were all things cre- 
** ated) visible and invisible,'' &c. ? Of what one of them 
iB it said, that he either created the world out of nothing, 
or organized the brute mass and put it in motion I Of what 
one of them is it said, that he is either the creator — preserver 
— saviour — or judge of the world ? No creature in keatem 
or in earth is so represented. ^ 

What weakness, therefore, do Dr. 6. and Anti-trinitarians 
in general display, when they endeavour to run down the 
Supreme Deity of our blessed Redeem^, by telling us, that 
angels, magistrates, and idols are called gods ! 



SECTION IV. 
Our Redeemer the object of all religious worship* 

Intimately connected with all peculiar works of Deity 
perforined by our blessed and glorious Redeemer, is that 
religious worship due to him by ail intelligent beings. Cre- 
ation itself is a sufficient foundation ^r religious worship. 
(Rev. xiv. 7,) ** Saying with a loud voice. Fear God, and 
«< give glory to him^ for the hour of his judgment is come : 
** and worship him that made heaved, and earth, and the 
*« sea, and the fountains of waters." — (Psal. xcv. §,) " O 
*< come> let us worship and bow down ; let us kned beibr» 
•< JbhotjiH our Maker." ' If Jesus Christ is Jshovah, as 
Dr. B. admits — ^if.be is our Maker, as I have endeavoured 
to prove — or if, according to the Doctor's own principles, 
he basdisplayed power as great as creative powert if not 
glreater-r^why does our author — ^why, do Socinians and 
Arians refuse to worship bim ? If the Redeemer be God-^ 
i«m MioHTT God— -TBB AuneicTT Gron^— «xb Gjisat G(0b 

a 
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— THE Tbue God— THE ONLY W»E' GojK-TiiB MocrFHiOB 
Goi^--OvBR ALL, Gol> BLESSED FOB BVBB — If he be Oiim- 

POTENT, OMiaSClENT, OMiaPBEBENT,'ElT^NALandfllirtrr- 

ABLE — ^If he be our Creator, Fresbrver, SavioiTr, tod 
JuDOB — ^why should we hesitate for a motneut to acknowledge 
him as the supreme object of our prayers, praises, and adora- 
tions? But, though for the worship of our blessed and glorious 
Redeemer we have sufficient reasons a priori — reasbns the 
most powerful and convincing — ^yet these are not our only 
reasons. On a subject of such great and paramount im- 
portance, the Scriptures afford us " precept upon precept; 
" and line upon line." Patriarchs and prophets, apostles 
and martyrs, Abraham and Jacob, Stephen and Paul, with 
the whole apostolic church — nay, the whole gerteral assem- 
bly of saints and of angels, unite in the worship of our glo- 
rious Redeemer. '^ Let all the angels of God worship him,'* 
is the divine mandate. With this injunction they cordiaUy 
comply : they cheerfuUy unite with the innumerable mul- 
titudes of redeemed above, in celebrating the praises 
of God and the Lamb. ([Rev. v. 11 — 14,) " And I be- 
" held, and I heard the voice of many angels round about 
<< the thronC) and the beasts, and the elders : and the num- 
'< ber of them was ten thousand tinres ten thousand, and 
<< thousands of thousands ; Saying with a loud voice, Wor- 
<* thy is the Lamb that was slain to receive pow^er, and 
* riches, and wisdom, and strength, and hdliour, and glory, 
and bles»n^. And every creature which is in heaven and 
<^ on earth, and under the earth) and such as are in the sea, 
^* and all that are in them, heard I raying. Blessing, and ho- 
** nour, and glory, and power, de unto him that sittetb upon 
*« the throne, and unto the Lamb, for ever and ever. And 
*< the four beasts said, Amen. And the four €md twenty el- 
*< ders fell down and worshipped him that liveth forever and 
^ ever." That our blessed Redeemer is the proper object 
of feligions worship, is a doctrine so clearly revealed in the 
sacred volume, as to extort the belief of ancient Anti-trini- 
tarians. Even Socinus himself believed the doctrine ; and 
some of the Arians still believe it. At present, however, it 
is denied by all Socitiians, and, so far as I know, by Arians 
in genial. These modern Anti-irinitarians are certaiidy 
more consistent than their predecessors. To maintain that 
Jesus Christ is a creature, and at the same time to winrdup 
him as a god, is gross idolatry. It is painful, however9 to 
think, that whilst modern Anti'triaitarians are more conm- 
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l^&t witbtlienisiel?^> tbei are leas consistent wUh the sacred 
Ci^egu The sfkcred oraples require, that all men should 
boaoar the Son» even as Uiey honour the Father* The AI> 
migbtj himself says, '* Let all the angels o£ Qod worshq> 
^* ^Wtt^^ bu$ Dr. .B. tell»as, that he would say, '* See thou 
*'.d<>HBOt; hp is>.tby fellow servant, worship God." In 
tbus flatly contradioting his Maker, the Doctor endeavours 
to losttff hifBsedft by attempting to distinguish between civil 
and i(^giou8 worship^ He n^aintains that the worship eii^ 
joined ict ^cri^ptiire, a^ actually addressed to our blessed 
lledeemeT) is not religious worship ; but only a Hind of civil 
bomage. This.ia the best defence Socinians or Arians can 
oialo ; bu^ it will not do^ Out of our author's own mouth 
be wiU stand condemned. (Gen. xii. 7, 8,) ^^ And Jehovah 
** appeared unio Abram) and said, Unto thy seed will I give 
^'tfaMhky:id: and there builded be an. altar unto the Lordt 
*^ ^ho appeared upto him. And he removed &om thence 
«« unto a. mountain on the eaat of £eth-el, and pitched his 
*^tent,, AaiHA^- Beth-eil on the west, and Hai on the east ; 
^<a^d tbece he builded. an altar unto the Lord» and called 
" iipoa tbe-name of the Lord."--^(Gen. xxyi. 24, 26,) " And 
^^. the Lord appeared unto him the same night, and said, I 
f^ 4f9» the God of Abraham tby father : fear not, for I am' 
^* witb tbee^ ^d: will bless thee, and multiply thy seed, for. 
'.< iny servant Abriaham's sake. And he builded an altar 
** tl^^r^*" — (Gen. xxxv. 1 — 7,) " And God said unto Jacob> 
** Arisov go up to Beth-eL and dwell there ; and make there 
f*! au: altar unto God* that appeared unto thee when thou 
** fledest A'OQi. tbe face of Esau thy brother. Then Jacob 
*^ saidvMi^to his bpuselvdld> and to all that were with him, 
*^ Put away the strange gods thai are among you, and be 
*' clean, and change your garmente : And let us arise, and 
« ga up to Beth-el ; and 1 will make there an altar unto' 
^* Qod> who ans^ver^d me in the day of my distress, and was 
^' Willi Qie in th^ way wluch I w^i^t. And they gave unto 
^* Jucob all the strange gods which tp€r« in their, hand, and 
^< aU their eaij-rings which toere in their ears ; and Jacob 
** bid them under the oak which tco^, by Shechem. And 
** they journeyed : and the terror of God was upon the ci- 
<< ties ^at v^er€ round, about them* and tbey did not pursue 
" s^r tb^iSpas ^ Jacob* So. Jacob came to Luz, which 
*' U in the land, of Canaan, (that i«> Belhrel,) he,, and all 
^^ tjie pe(4>le,tba|t were with \mk^ And be built there an 
^' altar, and called the place El-beth-e] ; because there God 



*' at^peared unto him» when be fled itom ihe fiice of hk 
** brother. '* — ^In these Scriptures we find the patnafdn 
Abraham ) Isaac, and Jacob, building altars to that God who 
appeared to them. But who wai^ that God that appeared 
to them ? Dr. B. will answer the question. He will tell us 
that it was not God the Father, who cannot become an ob- 
ject of our senses. He will acknowledge (for he canifot 
deny it without contra(|iGting himself,) that it was thelxMrd 
Jesus Christ, *the Angel of the Covenant, by whom the 
patriatchal and legal dispensations were conducted. HcfW^ 
why were these altars built to our Lord JesUs Christ? We» 
It not for the purpose of religious worship t Undoubte^jr 
it wask The Doctor will not surely {U'etend, that these id^ 
tars were built for the purpose of civil homage. The ab- 
surdity would be too gross and palpable. Out of his owtk 
mouth he stands condemned ; for altars were built, andy of 
course, religious worship performed, to that God who ap* 
peared to the patriarchs— to that God, who, according to 
his own acknowledgment, was the Lord Jesuff Christ. — 
** God said unto Jacob, Arise, go up to Beth-el and dwell 
<* there ; and make there an altar unto Gt>d that appeared 
** unto thee." Had Dr. Bruce been pr^senti. he would have 
feaid, " See thou do it not ; he is thy fellow servant, w6r- 
*^ ship God." God commands religious service to be ad* 
dressed to Jesus Christ ; but Doctor Bruce forbids* it I !--» 
To all my jeaders I would say, whether it be right in tho 
fright of God, to obey the learned Doctor rather Uian God, 
judge ye. On ibis important subject let me ask a few ques- 
tions. Was it proper to address religious worship to J^svm 
Christ before his incarnation ; but not after it ? Was JeSds 
Christ the proper object, of religious worship in the days of 
th^ patriarchs, but not under the Christian dispensation ? 
Was it proper for Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, to worship 
the Redeemer with religious veneration ? and would it be 
improper for Dr. Bruce to address to him the same species 
of worship ? Is Dr. B. wiser than the patriarchs ? Were 
they idolaters ? but he a worshipper of the true God ? — ^Is 
he wisel: than God himself, who instituted and enjoined the 
worship of his Son ? 

Prayers, as well as sacrifices, were offered to our Saviour 
in the age of the patriarchs. Jacob prayed to him In behalf 
of tlie two sons of Joseph. (Gen. xlvii. 16.) ** The Angel 
« which redeemed me from all evil, bless the lads." Who 
was this angel ? Dr. B* will tell us, that it was the Angel 
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9i the CoTomnt, iae Lqrd Jesm CbrisI* When the good 
ohl [laJtnarcb wafi Ueseingthe two sobs of Joseph, and wor-^ 
shipping his Redeemer, J^aoing on the top of bis staff, had 
Dr. Bruee been {^resent, he would have whispered in his 
ear, <^ See thou do it not : he is tl^ fellow-servant ; wocship 
^*Godt" 

Not only in the patriarchal age, but under the Jewish 
economy, it was the practice of the church to ^dress reli-; 
g4on8 worship to our blessed Redeemer. He was the Shei^ 
chinah.* it was his glory that filled both the tabernade 
and the temple. Enthroned above the mercy-seat, and be- 
tween the cherubim, he received the religious worship of 
the Old Testament church. (Lev. xvi. 2.) *« And the 
** ijotd said unto Moses, Speak unto Aaron thy brother, 
" that he come not at all times into the holy place within 
<' the vail before the mercy-seat, which is upon the ark, 
** that he die not: for I will appear in the cloud upon the 
** mercy-seat.^' The same visible glory that filled the ta* 
bernacle, afterwards filled Solomon's temple. That the 
Kedeemer appeared in a visible form above the mercy-seat, 
in the temple as well as in the tabernacle, we have no rear 
3on to doubt. It was on this account that the Israelites, 
when praying, directed their faees towards the temple. To 
the Redeemer, as appearing in the cloud above the mercy- 
seat, as we see in the sixteenth chapter of Leviticus, the 
most solemn worship was performed, sacrifices were ofiTered, 
and incense was burned* To him^ as visibly enthroned be- 
tween the cherubim, were the pre.yers of the ancient church 
directed. Of these prayere, the eightieth Psalm is a beau- 
tiful specimen ; it commences thus : ** Give ear, O Shep- 
** herd of Israel, thou that leadest JFoseph like a flock; 
'* thou thatdwellest between the cherubims, shine forth. 
^' Bef(»e Ephraim, and Benjamin, and Manasseh, stir up 



* Or. B. (p. 298) fully admits th« premiges from M^blcb I reason. 
^ Goippare (says he) Isaiab, vi. tKrougliout, with John, xii. 39, 40^ 41. 
^ Here John says, that the vision- which Isaiah saw in the temple, was 
** the glory of Christ; and Uiat he spoke of him in that chapter. Oa 
•* this correspoTidence, H. Taylor, author of Ben. Mordecai, observes: 
<^*St« John has decided this question beyond all dispute, by declaring 
^' the g^ory which Isaiah saw, and which was undeniably the glory bf 
'< the visible Jehovah, to be the d^ry of Christ himself. The whole 
^ account is descriptive bf the Shfechinah, or the mercy-seat between 
** tlie two cherubim, where the angel Jehovah used to appear.'— B^n* 
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'^ thy fitf^nglh, and com^ and save us. 'Turn ni again, O 
*^ God, and cause thy face to shine ; and we 6hall be saved.' 
«* O Lord God of Hosts, how long wilt thou be angry 
" agahist the prayer of thy people ?** From this I^alnt, 
compared with the ninety-first, and other portions of the 
CMd Testament, it appears that it was JbhovAh Gob of 
Hosts who was ^enthroned between the Cbeiubim ; who 
there met with his people, appeared to them, cbnversed 
with thenr, and received their religious homage and adora- 
tion. Now, that Jehovah God op Hosts, who thus ap- 
peared to the Israelites, and was worshipped by them, Dr; 
B. himself being witness, could be no other than ouii 
BLBS8SD Redeemer. Whilst the church was thus worship- 
ping her Saviour, would Dr. B. have said, ** See thou do 
** it not : he is thy fellow-servant ; worship God ?'* 

By the New Testament church, from its very commence- . 
ment, our blessed Redeemer has been uniformly worship- 
ped. As soon as he was born, the Eastern Magi fell down 
and worshipped him. When he calmed the sea, and caused 
Peter, to walk on the Water, those who were in the ship 
worshipped him. A leper worshipped him— a ruler wor- 
shipped him — ^the Syroplienician woman worshipped him— 
Mary Magdalene and the other Mary worshipped him — ^the 
disciples worshipped him — Stephen prayed, '* Lord Jesus 
receive my spirit. Lord, lay not this sin to their charge.'' 
The Apostle Paul prayed to him three different times, that 
(he messenger of Satan might depart from him. Praying to 
Jesus was the distinguishing characteristic of the primitive 
Christians. Their denomination was, ** Those that cM on 
the name of Jesus Christ our LordJ*^ (Acts, ix. 14-21 : 
1 Cor. i. 2 ; 2 Tim. ii. 22 ; Rom. x. 12.) Pliny, a hea- 
then, in his letter to Trajan, (Anno Dom. 103,) describes 
the Christians as meeting on a certain day before daylight, 
and *< addressing themselves in a form of prayer to Christ, 
as to some God." No less than twenty times we find the 
inspired writers imploring grace, mercy, and peace from 
our Lord Jesus Christ, as well as from God the Father. 
The Apostle Paul prays to^the Redeemer, not only for the 
removal of the thorn in the fiesh, but also for various bless- 
ings, thus riThess. iii. 11, 12) : "Now God himself 
** and our Father, and our Lord Jesus Christ, direct our 
** way unto you. And the Lord make you to increase and 
" abound in love one toward another, and toward all men^ 
'< even as we do toward you." That duch prayers as these 
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werii o»ly eml.worii^p. Doctor Brace, I prcaume, wS 
icarcclf venture to affirm. If all the prayers and praiaee 
adclressed to our Redeemer amount to nothing more than 
dvU homage, how are we to know when reHgums worsk^ 
]8 performed ? There is no stronger language expressive ^ 
the worship of God the Father, than that which expresses 
the worsiup addressed to the Son. ,The fact is, stronger 
language could not possibly be employed. (See Rev. i. 6» 
and V. 12.) How, then, did Dr. B. come to know thai 
religious worship is due to God the Father, and only.^Ttml 
homage, or subordinate worship, to our blessed Redeemer f 
He tells US) that corporations and magistrates are called 
worshipful, and accosted by the title of their worships ; but 
what corporation or magistrate was ever worshipped as dor 
blessed Saviour ? Did God ever command to build an 
altar to a magistrate or corporation ? Did he ever com- 
mand all the angels of God to worship a magistrate or cor* 
ponlLtion ? Samuel was one of the laest magistrates that 
ever ruled ; but would it not be blasphemy to say, << Make 
'< an altar unto Samuel ?" — '^ Let Samuel that redeemed 
*« me from all evil, bless the lads ?'' — :** Let all men honour 
" Samuel as they honour the Father ?" — " Let all the* 
** angels of God worship Samuel ?" 

The reader will now be able to judge, with what justice^ 
truth, or candour, Dr. B. has made the following observa- 
tions (p. 1^6) : *' There are, no doubt, several other texts, 
'' on which very learned divines have relied with much coa- 
** fidence, and which have furnished matter for cumbrous 
** volumes, abounding with criticisms, which I should be 
*< ashamed to expose to intelligent and unprejudiced men ; 
** for you could not refrain from smiling, when you heard 
** the nature of the Supreme Being, and the faith and sal- 
'« vation of Christendom, suspended on the transposition of 
" a letter, or the construction of a particlei the insertion of 
" a dot, or the omission of some grammatical or rhetorical 
.*• mark." 

Now, I grant, that the first Presbyterian congregation in 
Belfast might smile at all this. How could they avoid it? 
rThe description partakes largely of the ridiculous. But if 
they really imagine that there is any thing in nature to 
which the picture is like, they are much deceived ; and ^ 
whilst they are smiling at the supposed folly and stupidity ' 
of Trinitarians, the latter are probably prepared to smile at 
their credidity. What ! The nature of the Supreme Being 



tmapendad on the meertion of a dot ! — ^the nature of the 
Supf eme Being soapended on the transposition of a letter i 
— ike nature of the Sapreme Being suspended on the omis- 
sion of some grammatical or rhetorical mark !>-— And is it 
1^ exhibiting such a picture as this, that the grave and dig* 
nified Doctor Brace hopes to raise the laugh against Tri- 
nitarians ? Be it known to Dr. B. — be it known to tiie 
first Presbyterian congregation in Belfast — that* not u^oai 
dois, nor on letterg^ nor on the whole volume of revelation^ 
nor on the heaoensy nor on the earthy nor on ofijf thing exte^ 
rtqr to himself ^ do Trinitarians suspend the nature of Cxod \ 
Trinitarians maintain, that the Supreme Being is se^-^exut- 
enl and independent. Whilst raising the laugh against our 
neighbours, we should beware of rendering ourselves ridi* 
culous. 

Again ; I would ask our learned author, what divine 
ever suspended the aahaxtion of Christendom on the inser- 
tion of a dot ? Uow ludicrous the fiction ! What divine 
ever suspended the/o&A of Christendom on the insertion of 
a dot ? With the ninth commandment before his eyes, how 
could our author write such a paragraph ? By a careful 
perusal of the preceding pages, the reader, I trust, will be 
fully convinced that Trinitarians build the faith of Christen- 
dom, not on the insertion of dots> nor the transposition of 
lettersj as Dr. B. ridiculously insinuates, but on the broad 
basis of divine revelation. They will not, however, look on 
as indifferent spectators, whibt Socinians or Arians disfi- 
gure) mangle, or pervert the word of God) by an arbitrary 
insertion of dots, or transposition of letters. By such licen- 
tious treatment, unrestrained, the sacred oracles might be 
so manufactured as to patronise the most abominable errors^ 
heresies, and blasphemies. 

Trinitarians are so far from being reduced to the neces- 
sity of suspending the faith of Christendom on the insertion 
of dots> d&c. that if a hundred of those texts, which prove 
the Divinity of Christ, were blotted out of the Bible, the 
remaining hundreds would be abundantly sufficient to esta- 
blish the doctrine. 
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SECTION V. 

,. . .. ■ • • " 

JMUriniUarian principles iead to consequmieeM Ite nuM 

absurd and blasphemous. 



1. IfJ^sus Christ be not the Supreme God, the bl 
phemous consequence follows, thai he is riot the true Mes* 
siah. 

One distinguishing characteristic of the true Messiah is» 
That he should abolish idolatry. (Isaiah ii> 18.) <* And 
** the idols he shall utterly abolish.'^ Now, if Jesus Christ 
be only a creature, he has not destroyed idolatry. On the 
contrary, Christians have been almost universally iddlatbrs 
— ^they have almost universally, worshipped the Redeemer, 
whom Antitrinitarians maintain to l^e only a creature. If 
Antitrinitarian doctrines be true^ Christianity is false, — ^In- 
stead of being a system from which idolatry is abolishedj it 
is a most idolatrous system ! Our blessed Redeemer* who 
'was to abolish idols — I tremble as f write — is himself the 
greatest and most dangerous of all u?o^.--^N^, 
^ 2f Frofn Antitfinitarl ai ^ piIncipt pB") The sttli more bla9* 
phemous consequence follows — that God hitnself has led 
his creatures into temptation — temptation to that very «tn» 
which above all others he hates and abhors — temptation to 
idolatry ! The Deity declares that he is *« a jealous God ;'* 
that his ** glory he will not give to another, nor his praise 
'* to graven images." He most pathetically expostulates 
upoq this subject, (Jer. xliv. 4.) *^ Oh, do not this abomi- 
•* nable thing, that I hate." With what care does the Su- 
preme Being guard . against all temptations to idolatry f 
Le^t the Israelites should worship the relicts of Moses, the 
Deity himself privately interred him, and ** nomanknoweth 
'' of his sepulchre unto this day." The brazen serpent 
also w^s destroyed, lest it should lead the Israelites into ido-; 
latry) Now, if the Deity used such precaution to prevent 
men from worshipping the body of Moses and the braze^ 
serpent) is it reasonable to suppose that he would use no 
precaution, where the temptation was infinitely greater ? I^ 
it reasonable to suppose that he would use no precaution^ 
to prevent men from worshipping his Son, if only a crea- 
ture ? Reasonable, did I say f la not ^uch a supposition 
in the iughest degree absurd and unt^sqmbU ? Not onl; 
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ifl there no precaution to prevent men ; but there is every 
temptation to induce them to worship the Redeemer* The 
moit ghrious names of the DeUy are given to him ; the 
most glorious peffections of Deity are ascribed to him ; the 
most- gkriout^ toorks of Deitp are performed by him-^those 
very works by which the being and attributes of* God are 
proved — ^by which his eternal power and Godhead are ma- 
nifhsted — and by which he is distinguished from all fklse 
gods. — And) finally, he is every where represented as the 
olnect of the prayers of men, and of the united praises a^d 
MOratUms of aU inteUigent beings. — What temptations to 
idolatry, if J esus Christ be only a creature I All the tempt* 
ations to idolatry that ever existed, compared with these, 
weie nothing and. less than nothing. If the healing of the^ 
stung Israelites was a temptation to worship the brazen ser- 
pent, how much greater the temptation to worship him who 
has removed the sting of death which is sin ? If the Jews 
Hjrere tempted to worship the inanimate brass, or the dead 
body of Moses, surely the indupeinents to worship the living 
Saviour are infinitely greater. 

If the veneration attached to the memory of statesmeot 
patriots, and benefartora, proved a principal source of ido- 
latry, how much greater the temptation to worship him, to 
whom we owe all the inestimable blessings of Creation* 
Providence, and Redemption ? Jehovah is jealous of his 
glory. When, in praise of Herod's oration the people. ex- 
claimed, " It is the voice of a god and not of a man," he 
was eaten with worms, and gave up the ghost — why ? 
" Because he gave not God the glory." When Moses 
sanctified not the Lord before the people — when he arro- 
gated a part of the glory of a temporal and typical salvation, 
flaying, " Hear now, ye rebels, must we bring water out of 
*• this rock ?" — he was ignominiously excluded from the 
promised land-^his carcass fell with the rebels in the wil- 
derness. With such instances of divine jealousy before his 
eyes, can any man believe that Jesus Christ, if only a crea- 
ture, would be permitted to arrogate, with impunity, the 
glory of being not only the instrumenty but the author, not 
of a temporal and typical, but of eternal salvation? The 
' inan who is able to believe all thisi is surely more credulous 
' than he who believes, according to the Scriptures, that his 
Kedeemer is *< Over all God blessed for ci?cr." For — in 
a word : if Jesus Christ be only a creature, patriarchs, pro- 
phets, and apostles ; Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, (shall I 
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«tte1r tl» lilMiplieaEiy ?) Imve ^dlcdmbined to lead dm into 
ifddatry ! 

3. If the Socinian or Arian system be true, k Mlaws--^ 
That Mtdumet was more succcMsfid than Jeaua Chtiat in 
eooammtooHng correct ideas of the dhine luUure /— TiUi< 
Makomet has beeniacompttraMy more successful thdn the 
iRsdeemery in abolishing idolatry / — That Mahometamsmis 
-svperior to Christianity / — andy That the Coran is superior 
totheBibhr^ 

If the Socinian or Arian doctrine be true, it foUowB, 
That God has nopecuUar name^ by which he may be distin- 
guished from bis creatures ! — That God has no peculiar ai- 
tribute, by which he may be distinguished from his crea- 
tures ! — That God has performed no peculiar work^ by 
which he may be distinguished from his creatures \ — ^That 
God claims, or is honoured with, no peeuUar worship^ by 
which he may be distinguished from his creatures t 

If the Arian doctrine be true, we have no proof of the 
being of a God, nothing to prevent us from plunging ii^o-*- 
. Athxhsm ! 

5. If Socinian or Arian principles be true, oiir /blessed 
Redeemer, Vbo made all things, may himself be (annihila- 
ted ! If he be a creature, he that made him can surely mi- 
make him-*-he that brought him out of a state of nonentity, 
can, with equal ease» reduce him to nothing ! 

6. Finally, if Socinian or Arian principles be true, may 
not the Redeemer fall ? — ^may he not be condemned Uke 
Satan ? — ^may he not be for ever n^serable ! My reader 
will pardon me for putting such blasphemous queBtions. 
They are naturally suggested by the errors I oppose^ 



SECTION VI. 

OljectioM answered. 

To prove the inferiority of Jesus Christ to his bearei% 
Father, Dr. B. produces such texts as the following : — 
*• The Father is greater than I. — Of myself I oah dp no- 
^^ thing — As the Father gave me commandment, so I do. 
" My doctrine is not mine own, but his who sent me.«— I 
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* Biee my tract tn defenc» of the Divinity and Atonement of Jesos 
efafiei in lep^r to Di. Channins* 
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<*'«pMkDfftof xn^rself; but; ^e Father who sent megftvt 
<* ine a commandment) what I should say, and what X ^oaM 
** ^eak."-^To bring forward such texts as these in. this 
eOBtroyerey— ^s Dr* B. and Antitrinitarians in general do 
*^is completely sophistical* It is that species of sophism 
which logicians style <' ignarantia elencM^^^ or a mistake of 
the question. When Dr. B.. and his coadjutors crowd their 
pages with such quotations, labouring to prove the inferior* 
ity of Jesus Christ to his heavenly Father, they are guihf 
of the most egregious trifling. They are labouring in vain^ 
labouring to prove what nobody denies. Nobody denies 
that Jesus Christ is inferior to the Father — inferior as he is 
man — inferior in his official character as. mediator. Soci^ 
■ians and Arians.may, in future, sajre themsclv^ the trouble 
of such quotations. In this controversy they prove just n<H 
thing at aU-*-^nothing but what we all acknowledge,. and, 
therefore^ nothing to the purpose. 

Of those texts brought forwnrd to invalidate the doctrine 
of the Redeemer's Divinity, that which presents the great* 
est difiiculty is, Mark xiii. 32, << But of that day and that 
** hour, knoweth no man ; no, not the angels which are in 
*• heaven, neither the Son, but the Father onlyr ' A more 
careful perusal of the passage would, I presume, convinces 
Doctor Bruce that this text does not refer to the day of 
judgment, as he imagines, but to the destruction of Jeru^ 
salem. Ailer rectifying this mistake, he will please to ob- 
serve, that no Trinitarian ever believed that our Saviour, 00 
«tan, was omniscient. His knowledge, ae many was pro* 
gressive. He advanced in wisdom, as well as in stature. 
To say, therefore, that, as man^ he was ignorant of the time 
of Jerusalem's destruction, is no way inconsistent with h\m 
omniscience as God. Besides : As the communication of 
the knowledge of that time formed no part of our Saviour's 
commission — ^as he had no instructions to make it known — 
in this official sense, he might be said not to know it. Nor 
does the Doctor's polite note (p. SCTl) convince me of tbo 
absttrdity of this view. "Some account," says he, v ibf 
«< ,our Saviour's language, by charging him with duplicitj, 
^^ similar to that which Cjalvinists impute to his Father.-*-* 
^' They allege that hed^ied, in his human capacity, or as 
'^ mediator, what he knew in his divine; and disclaimed in' 
<' one character, what he could perform in another. What 
« should-we think of a witness, who should first dmiy his 
<* knowledge of a faot^ and then con^ that he knew it in 
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public character, bvA not in his private capacity V^ 
That Cdvinists impute dopiieity to the Father is not true ; 
nor does their interpretation of the abore-cited text impute 
dupficity to the Son. We do not say, that the Redeemer 
knew the day and hour alluded to in his puhlie capacity, but 
notiahis prkfoie, as Dr. B« absurdly insinuates. We say 
the wry reverse. Nor did our Saviour make the declava- 
tioR in the capacity of a vnitiesSi as the learned Doctor still 
mere absurdly insinuates, but in the capacity of a prophet 
commissioned to reveal seme events, but not aff. As a 
wUmessy he told the whole truth ; but not as a prophet As 
•prophet, he revealed only those truths which he was cwi»- 
«i9«tOR«<2 to' reveal. To say, that we do not knowiaa 
public capacity what we know in a private, argfues no du- 
plicibr — ^involves no contradiction. A member of the Synod 
of Ulster, in reference to a direatof Lord Castlereagh, ex- 
claimed in open court,- «' Who is this Lord Castlereagh P- 
*^ We do not know Lord Casilereagh /"' Did such a 
declaration involve the Synod in the guilt of duplicity t 
Sorely not. 

In opposing the divinity of Jesus Christ, the Doctor quotes 
Mat'xx. SB, *< But to 9it on my right hand and on my left, 
*< is not mine to give ; but U shaU be given tq thmt for 
** whom it is prepared of my Father." The English reader 
^rill perceive, that the words, ** U shall be given to them,^^ 
are printed in Italics ; which shews that there are no such 
words in the original ; that they are only a supplement in- 
eerted by our translators. Though our translators hav^e 
done justice to the Ei^bsh reader by printing all their sup* 
plemenlsin Italics; and though their supplements are, in 
general, juti^ious ; there are some exceptions, and this is 
oAe» It completely destroys the sense of the passage* It' 
represents our Saviour as having no power to reward his 
followers by assigning tiiem places of honour and happiness- 
IB ham kingdom. But this is qmte contrary to the express 
declaration of Scripture* At die judgilaent of the great day, 
he wSl say to thamon his right hand, ** Come ye blessed of 
^ my Father, inherit the kingdom prepared for you before 
>« the foundation <^the wmrld."— ([Rev. iii. 21), '«To him 
*^ that overcometh will I grant to sit wilhme in my throne.*' 
Leaving out the supplement, ezc^t the words « to them^** 
die passage will read thos : M To at on my right hand, ind 
** on ny kA is not mine to give, except to tli^m for whom 
«« itis prepared of my Father.** That oar Redeemer haa 
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pow^r lo g^ve aeata ia bia. kiBg[cbfli,.no pfirson who reftds 
the preceding qaoiations can dovM ; but to whom I only? 
to the elect — tu those for whom the kisgdom was prepared 
before the foundation of the^ world. T^is glosa maj npl 
exactly please our authojr i who greatly: abhors the doctrine 
of election. It appears,. however, to be the o^ly plain^' 
oatgyral, and consistent meani&g of the passage. 

lo reference to the commencements of John^a Oospel, 
the S|octor makes th^ following ren^arks : (p. 1 14), *^ We, 
*S therefore, feel no difficulty in> applying the introductaoa 
*1 of John's Gospel to our Lord. The Word was a ceks^ 
'* tial being, and was with God in the beginning. T^is i& 
<^ in^eUigible ; but there is no sense in sayvig? 'God was 
*? God> and was with God."*-—! grant, indeed, thjere is no 
sense in this ; but who is guiliy of the nonsense ? Not the 
Eyangelists : he says no such thing*-rrNot the Trinitarian : 
hejs^ys no such things The nonsense reco>ls on the Doctor 
himself. — :To substitute €hd for Word, and then, instead of 
'^ The Word was God," read God was (roJ, is certainly 
very ingenious — it is an admirable specimen of that ** sleight 
*^. of men and cunning crafUness^'' whereby the isimple are 
deceived. It is well calculated to. confound and dec^e 
the man of plain Understanding, luaccustomed to the arts 
of so|^)istiy. To point out and expose th^ fallacy and ab«> 
surdity of such mao^geinent, let us^ take a similar proposHkm ; 
for instance* '' Elias was a man." This pcoposition ie^ m 
aljl respects, similar, to that on which the Doctor shows* 
his skill. *' Elias was a Baan,'? and ** The Wx)n4 was GSod," 
ace parallel propositions; * If for Wmd^ in the lo^^pjropo. 
siUoU) tlie Doctor substitutes Godr-^u^on the very, saxn^ 
principle, for EUaSy m thejlrsty'l will: substitute mfiti : and 
tb^n the- two propositions will stand thua: God ^as GcA, 
ai}d ^ctn uias man. Haw: L agree with. Br B., that there 
ia no sense in suck propositions; ^ But, if by such leasoioH 
i»g — i. should rather say cLuibbMng-^Ae can prove, thai 
J^S Christ ia no^the S^pi'etde Godi by the very same 
logip X can prove— 4AatlS2id« iods noti a man'-'Uua' Dr* Ri 
U not'U man-r^and that there necer loasaTnanoathe face' 
of this ghheU! Nor. is, it^iany contradiction to say— -ihat 
•resus Christ was io»^ the Father. The Deity is in one de&Jse 
cme^ in another sense iAfee. In thats^n^e in which the Su**! 
pr^m^ Being is threes there is ^a ftbsutidty in representing 
the ot^ person as d willing with tiie others 
. Tb9)Doctor Bees no difficulty, ^npbb his scheme^ in apply- 
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iog theinti^dcUon of John's Gospel to oul* Loird. I« ^tmm 
116 difficulty in the idea of a cre&ture t^reatirig himself ?*-^ 
jMid yet, this most dbsurd of all ideas, as we.haVe ali^ady 
seen, is inseparably tonnected with the Arian systeTh. Oa 
Ariaii principles, Jesus Christ is one of the highest of.tbe 
angels — let us call him Gabriel, and then John's Gospel 
meiy be read thus: — <^In the beginning was Gabriel, and 
** Gabriel was with God, and Gabriel was God ; all things 
'< were made by Gabriel, and without Gabriel was not any 
*< thing made that was made (of course Gabriel acted before 
'^ he existed, and made himself) ; and Gabriel was made 
'* flesh, and dwelt among us/' The Socinian gloss is still 
more absurd ; for what sense in saying that *^A man was 
made fieshV* — How blind are men to the difficulties and 
absurdities of their own systems — ^systems to which they 
hare been long attached — systems received by tradhion 
from their father^! ' 

Dr. B. affirms, that our blessed Redeemer expressly re- 
jected and disclaimed religious worship. He quotes our 
Saviour's own words : ** Thou shalt worship the Lord thy 
** God, and him only shalt thou serve." — Now, if Jestu 
Christ be ** The Lord our 6fo<Z," how has he disclaimed 
religious worship ? That our blessed Redeemer is ** The 
Lord our God,^^ Dr. B. cannot consistently deny. He admits^ 
that the personage who appeared to Moses in the bush, and 
gave the law from Mount Sinai, was the Redeemer. Now 
this glorious personage declared, (Exodus, xx..2), " I am 
'< THE Lord thy God, which have brought thee out of the 
" land of Egypt, out of the house of bondage." — Thomas 
also exclaimed, " My Lord and my God l"-^When we 
worship our Redeemer* therefore, we are worshipping 
« THE Lord our God.'- Peter refused religious worship— 
the angel refused religious worshipr— but our blessed Re- 
deemer never rejected nor disclaimed it ; ' on the contrary, 
lie taught it to be the^duty of all men '* to honour the Son, 
<< even as they honour the Father." 

Dr. B. alleges (p. 103) that Jesus Christ has marked a 
plain distinction between himself and the Almighty > in these 
irords, '^ This is fife eternal, that they might know thee the 
*^V.only true God, and Jesus Christ whom thou hast sent." 
We readily grant, that the Redeemer is here plainly distin- 
guished from his heavenly Father : tmt how ? — ^not in 
respect of nature or essencei but in respect of his official 
character as '^ th^ mn$ of God.^^ . If by this text tbe Doot(»r 
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can prove, that Jesus Christ is not the true Oody the same 
•feasoning wUl proye, that God the Father is not the wUe 
iGM.-^Io the Epistle of Jade, as we have already shewn, 
JFesus Christ is styled ^^the only wise God;^* but does anj 
person imagine that this excludes God the Father ? — So, in 
tike manner, when the Father is styled '* ike only true God,'* 
riiould any person imagine) that this excludes his only be- 
gotten Son ? — ^by no means. — He is The true God and 
BTEBNAL LIFE. Jesus Chfist is Styled ^' the only wise God^** 
and God the Father " the only tsue God," not to the ex- 
clusion of each other, but to the exclusion of idols — '* Lit6e 
/* children, keep yourselves from idoh. Anien." 

From John, xvi. 23, ^^ In that day ye shall ask me no- 
*' thing," Dr. B. infers, that we should not address ,oinr 
prayers to the Redeemer. Now, this text has no reference 
to prayer at all, but only to the questions put' to our Saviour 
on difficult subjects. This is evident frj^m two things : 1^ 
From the 19th verse, ** Now Jesus knew that they were 
" desirous to ask him,*' &c.- — 2, That our Saviour was 
speaking of questions on difficult subjects, and not of prayer^ 
is evident from this — That it is not fact that his disciples 
after his ascension asked him nothing in prayer ; for we 
have already seen that Stephen prayed to him — that p€ad 
prayed to him — ^and that the apostolic church was in the con- 
stant habit of praying to lum. The Doctor's gloss would 
make our blessed Redeemer a false prophet. 

In opposing the Divinity of Jesus Christ, Dr. B. seems 
principally to rely on those texts, in which he is styled the 
Son of God. In page 108, he wiites thus : *' The title 
«* which he commonly assumes, is that of the * Son of God** 
*« This necessarily implies priority of existence, and supe- 
<♦ riority of dignity on the part of his Father. He also styles 
^/ himself « the only begotten Son of God.' By this We are 
^',to understand his only. Son, by way of pre-eminence ; 
.<< and also his dearest Son ; as human parents are most 
«< tenderly attached to an only child. The word has often 
f this signification in the original language, and is, .there- 
**' fore, tantamount to another appellation which our Saviour 
^^ assumes, the Beloved, and the Beloved Son of God. This 
^' is the meaning of these phrases, and they imply, that lie 
'*' is inferior in dignity, and subsequent, in point of. exis- 
<< tence, to the Father, and peculiarly dear to him. What- 
.«< ever mysterious sense may be put upon them, it will still 

remain unquestionable, that a father must exist before bif^ 
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*' SOD) and the origm of the sob» beiag a fcct, mwl hate 
'' taken place, at some particular tibie, however remote* 
'* The strictest asserters of the divinity of Christ, acknow* 
*^ ledge him to he a derived being. "«-^Part of this para- 
graph is so ungrammaticai and incoherent, that I have been 
dbhg^ to abandon it as unintelligible. In language!* how* 
erer* qinte distinct and perspicuous, the Doctor maintains^ 
tint the phrase Son of God ^^ necessarily implies priority 
'Vof cfiastence, and superiority of dignity, on the part of 
<• the Father.''* In reply, I would offer the following ob- 
eenrations : 

h Many Trinitarians do not believe in the doctrine of 
eternal generation. Though they believe that Jesus ChrisI 
is God equal with the Father, they do not believe that the 
iqpfpeBation <' iS>oft ofGod^* is descriptive of any eternal ne* 
dessary distinction in the divine nature, but only of a new 
covenant relation. According to this opimon, the Doctor's 
reasoning has no force. It falls to the ground at once ; for 
all acknowledge* that as man and mediator, Jesus Christ is 
inferior to the Father. But, 

2. Yiewing the epithets, father and smiy as descriptive 
of an eternal distinction in the godhead, and of a natural 
and necessary relation, it does not follow, that worms of the 
dust are able to explain the nature of that relation. Our 
aothor, in his appendix, mentions Jfoe Trinities.! Had he 



* Dr. B. tells us, that it is not required of a loii to etiaal hk father, 
nor of a scholar to vie with his master. A strange doctrtoi Hideedy 
Mid far enough removed from that which teaches the perpetual perfect- 
ibility of roan— if true, our world would soon be peopled with pigmiet 
and Lilliputians. If the phrase <Son of Ood proves, that the Redeemer 
was inferior to God, would not the phrase Son tf tndh prove, that he 
was also inferior to manf Would n6t this prove too itiaoh, and by con- 
■6<|«ienco— no(Ai7ig a/ a/Z.? 

t Dc. B. in his appendix, mentions a variety of Trinities — the Cice> 
ronian, Platonic, Aristotelian, ice, — ^ow, what does all this prove ? 
It proves, that the doctrine of the Trinity is not pecttfiar to Christians, 
b«t is beUeTed also by Heathens* Through all ages, and in almost all 
Heatbten, nations, it flows down through the corrupt channels of tradi* 
tioD. This verv circumstance is no contemptible proof of its truth. 
If the doctriue had not been originally revealed, on what principles of 
human nature could it have been propagated— by what means could 
it have obtained so wide a circulation r But, as our author shows ut 
in his appendix, Christians as well as Heieithens, are divided on the 
doctrine of the Trinity. And what then .' Does this prove that there - 
is no truth in the doctrine ? ' SureTy not. Men are divided in their 
opinioas with regard to the dkief good. On this subject there are up*^ 
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wished to treat his opp<yAents with respect, he wo»M hftve 
said « five different mews of the Trinity." The fifth Tri* 
sity, be^t^Us us, according to Bishop Stiliingfleet, is the 
Trinity of the mobile, which is held by the common peo- 
ple, or by such lazy divines as only say* that it is an incon- 
ceivable mystery. N0W9 I must confess, that this fifth and 
last Trinity — this Trinity of the mobile or of the moh^ as the 
word signifies — :is the Trinity which I advocate. I confess 
inyself one of those lazy divines, who say that the Trinity 
is an inconceivable mystery — a mystery which cannot be 
explained. I believe in the Supreme Deity of the Father, 
Son, and Holy Ghost. I believe that these are m one res- 
pect three, and in another respect one, I believe these 
^ts ; because they are revealed in the sacred volume. But 
how they are three, and yet but one, is a mystery. I believe 
nothing about it. I am required to believe nothing about 
it. Instead of attempting to ascertain the fctcts, divines 
have endeavoured to explain the how. In this I blame 
them. By attempting to explain what is inexplicable, both 
philosophers and divines expose their folly, and weaken 
their cause. It is one of the most important laws of mat- 
ter, that all heavy bodi^ tend to the centre. But should a 
philosopher attempt to explain the cause why they so tend, 
he would only expose his own ignorance and folly. Why 
does the magnetic needle point towards the north ? What 
are the causes of its variation and dip ? '* How do the bones 
<< grow in the womb of her that is with child ?'' These, and 
a thousand other questions, all the philosophers in the world 
cannot answer. With as much justice and propriety may 
such philosophers, as do not pretend to explain the rayete^ 
ries of natiire, be braiided with the epithet lazy; as those 
divines are so nick-named, who do not attempt to explain 
the mystery of the Trinity. When Orthodox divines speak 
of the gon as derived from the Father, they use the term 
dierived in a qualified sense, as applicable, not to his essence, 
l^t only to his personality. For my own part) however, I 
must confess, that I see no warrant for such a term at alL 
I dislike it. I reject it ; and I believe, that a great majo- 



wards of three hundred opinions. Is there, therefore, no chief good ? 
^en are divided in their opinions respecting the nature of Tirtuo. ' Is 
ti)erevtheiefore, no virtue ? We will not follow the Doctor's safe tu\p 
-^we will not abandon the doctrine of the Trinity, because men aro 
AVided about it. 



fitj of Trinitariaps will agree with me. However the Sce^ 
lor may reason and dispute about thetneaninif of the phrase 
** San of 6rac2," one thing he cannot dispufe, that the Jewe 
imderfltood the phrase as implying, not iftfericrUp to his 
heavenly Father, but equaJUy* Upon this ground they 
atoned him, afterwards endeavoured' to appreh^id him, and 
finally crucified him. (See John» x. 31-40, compared with 
Matt. xxvi. 63-67.) When our Saviour, in the first of these 
passages, declares, '< I a<)d my Father are one,*' J>t. B. and 
AiUi-trinitarians in general contend, that this was not a one* 
oess of nature and essence^ As a parallel text, they quote 
/ohn, xvii. 21, <' That they jdl may be one, as thou Father 
" art in me and I in thee, that they also may be one in us.'' 
They allege that .Tesus Chnst is one with the Father in no 
other sense, than that in which believers are one. To a su* 
perficial thinker, this may appear plausible enough ; but it 
will bear no examination. For, if our Saviour meant to 
say, that he was one with the Father only in the sense in 
which beUevers are one— if this was the natural construe- 
tion of his words — why did the Jews consider him guilty of 
blasphemy ? — ^why did they take up stones to stone him f 
It is abundantly evident^ that the Jews understood him as toe 
understand him — as making himaelf equal with God. 

The same observations will apply to tbe phrase, <* Son of 
^' Gody The Jews, who surely knew its meaning better 
than Dr. B., understood it not as implying inferiority to the 
Father, but equality. They expressly declare, that this Was 
the reason why they stoned him — that he^ being a man^ made 
kmse^ equal with God ; because he said^ I am the Son t^ 
God. On tiiis ground they conceived him guilty of bias* 
phemy, and proceeded to inflict the penalty which the law 
ef Moses attached to that crime. 

Doctor Bruce, and other opponents of the Divinity of 
Ohrist allege, that our Saviour rectified this mistaken notion 
of the Jews, and disclaimed equality with the Father in the 
following terms : ** Jesus answered them. Is it not written 
*« in jrour law, I said, Ye are gods? If he called them goder 
** unto whom the word of God came, and the Scripture 
^ cannot be broken ; Say ye of him, whom the Father hath 
** sanctified, and sent into the world, Thou blasphemest ; 
'^ because I said, I am the Son of God ?" In these verses 
our Saviour, so far from diseknmisig, persists in asserting^ 
bis own Deity. He proves it by an ar^gument from the less 
to the greater. If Jewish magistrates, as types of the Be-^ 
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deeflier» wtre denominated gods, why should llieDeatytif 
the antitype, be denied ? Why should he be regarded as a 
bluphenier for claiming equality with his heavei^y Father ? 
Tbat the Jewish magistrates were called gods, as they tdefe 
tfp^ of our blessed Redeemer ^ is evident from the follow- 
ing parenthetical clause, ** And the Scriptures canhoi be 
«« hrokenJ*^ These words plainly show, that Jesus Christ 
it styled Ood, not in conformity with the phraseology of the 
JewS) by which their magistrates were denominiited gods ; 
but) on the contrary, that Jewish magistrates were so deno* 
minated, as types of him who is ** Over all, God blessed for 
** oyer/' The Scriptures cannot be broken. There must 
be an antitype answejring to the types^— a person who would 
tld&k it no robbery or blasphemy to be eqnal with God. 
That our Saviour did not intend to disclaim his own Deity 
alfid ^quality with the Father, is evident from this — ^Tkat> 
after his explanation, the Jews again sought to take him^ 
This shows plainly, that the Jews understood the Saviour^ 
as we do, not as disclaiming^ but asserting^ his divinity. So 
fl&r was the Redeemer from denying his own Deity, that ho 
died a martyr to that doctrine. When the high priest ad« 
jttfed him. by the hving God, to tell whether he were the Soli 
of Gad,,** Jesus said unto him. Thou hast said. — Then the 
** high priest rent his clothes, saying, He hath spoken blas^ 
*^ ^l^rny* What further need have we of witnesses ? be-* 
«* noldi now you have heard his blasphemy. What think ye ? 
" They answered and said, he is guilty of death." The re* 
f&arks of our author, when reasoning with the Socinian^t^ 
are appropriate here. " Neither," says the Doctor, ** woiiH 
*^ hd (Jesus) have left the Jews under a misapprehension of 
** his meaning, when they sud, IIow is it that he saith I 
u came down from heaven. The candour of our Lord 
** vMAd surely have induced him to undeceive them, if thej 
<^had misunderstood his words." — Now, I ask Dr. B., 
when Jesus Christ said, that he and the Father were one, 
ttlfd that he was the Son of Gad ; and when the Jewa 
theoght that these expressions were blasphemous, and that 
h0f being a man, was making himself equal with God-^if 
the Jews were mistaken in all this, as Anti-trinitariaos say 
thit thfey were, why did not the candour of our Lord induce 
hiffi to undeceive them ? Why did he give them such an 
MM^agnotts explanation, as left them still under misap^r^ 
hensionS'^Hnisappreh^sions which induced them, first to 
ctten^t to stone Um, and afterwards to crucify bind ?-^Ac- 
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.cording to the doctrine of Socinians and Arians, otnr bloiMod 
-Redeemer died <* as a fool dies I" He was gfnltj of little 
less than suicide ! The use of ambiguous hmgnage was tiie 
> cause of his death ! He had not so much candour as to in- 
duce him to undeceive the Jews \ He had not sufficient 
candour to save his own life \ His want of candour .ww 
the reason why he was first stoned and afterwards crnci&ed ! 
He was stoned for blasphemy ; he was crucified for blas- 
phemy ; and, upon Socinian and Arian principles, i^ wooid 
be impossible to acquit him of the crime ; ibr the language 
he employed conveyed the idea of his equahty with God. 
By doctrine fraught with such absurdities, I had almost said 
blasphemies, do modern divines endeavour to explode— lA« 
Supreme Deity of our blessed Redeemer / Upon the whole, 
it appears, that the phrase << Son of God,*' applied to oor 
Saviour, is so far from proving his inferiority to the Fatfaef , 
that it is an invincible proof of his equaUty. When the Jews 
charged him with blasphemy for claiming this equality, he 
did not renounce the claim ; but> by boldly asserting it, Ae 
died a martyr to Ms own Supreme Deity, 

Dr. B., as we already noticed, condemns Socinians and 
Trinitarians, for the use they make of verbal critidsm. He 
boasts, that the Arian scheme is so consistent and rational, 
that it requires no such aid. To convince him that Uns is 
only vain boasting, I would take the liberty of turning his 
attention to Phil. ii. 5, 12 — that text, from which he has 
preached so long a sermon* in opposition to the Supreme 
Deity of our blessed Redeemer. <* Let this ntind be* in 
^* you, which was also in Christ Jesus ; who being in the 
** form of God, thought it not robbery to be equal with 
'( God : but made himself of no reputation, and to<^ upon 
<* him the form of a servant, and was made in the likeaess 
<^ of men : And being found in fashion as a man, he hum* 
•< bled himself, and became obedient unto death, ieven the 
«« death of the cross. Wherefore God also hath highljr 
(< exalted him, and given him a name which is above ev^ 
" name : That at the name of Jesus every knee should 
^^ bow, of things in heaven, and things in earth, and thirds 
(< under the earth : And that every tongue should confess 
<Mhat Jesus Christ is Lord to the glory of God the Father." 
Now, what is the reason that Doctor Bruce did not attempt 
to reconcile this text to the Arian system, wiih^mttketdi 
qf verbal criticism? To this question only one answer can 
possibly be given* H^ covjuy iyot. Without the: aid ^ 
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TorbiiLl eMcfrntAy all the Sbcinians and Arians in the iroM 
CoM not explain this single text. Without ^e aid of yer- 
M Criticism, this one text would completely overturn and 
••Bttihilate their systems. If Jesus Christ thought it no rob* 
bery to be equal with God) then he was equal with God : 
and if he was equal with God) his Supbbme Deity rests 
upon an immoveable basis, and the long existing contro- 
Tersy is for ever settled. Where is now the vaunted con- 
mteney and rationality of the Arian scheme — a scheme 
which, without the aid of verbal criticism, one single test 
ieeudd scatter to the winds, and totally annihilate ? So then. 
Dr. B. has recourse to verbal criticism. Why ? — because 
he ceuld net hdp it. The case was desperate. Without 
the aid of verbal criticism, his whole system would crumble 
into dust. Nor is this all: — to preserve his scheme from 
uttisr destruction, the Doctor was obliged to have recourse 
not only to verbal criticism, but to erroneous criticism. He 
tells us, that '^ the word translated robbery, signifies any 
^ thing taken by violence, and particularly plunder taken 
♦* from an enemy." With great deference, I deny that the 
word has any such meaning. The word kg^ay^ka signifies 
any thing taken with violence, &c. ; but it is not kftayiuf,^ 
which is translated robbery ; it Is Afflray^iof , a word of a 
different signification — a word which signifies, not plunder^ 
bfit the taking of plunder ; and, therefore, literally and 
•nldo^ically translated robbery, I say analogically; be> 
cause it is principally by the analogy of the language, that 
the true meaning of the word is ascertained. The same 
#ord does not occur in any other part of the New Testa- 
ment, nor in the Septuagint translation of the Old ; and 
some tnaintain, that it does not occur in any of the profane 
authors. This, however, appears to be a mistake. It is 
found in Plutarch, but not used in the sense given it by Dr. 
E. It is there employed to signify the action, as our trans- 
lators understand it, and as the analogy of the Greek lan- 
guage requires. The following, among many, are instances 
of this analogy : 2ieaga(f(f(t) signifies to lacerate or tear ; 
froiii this is formed the noun tfitugtiyiLog, laceration or tear- 
ing, and tfflftotjoeyfi.a, the fragment or part torn off. From 
KttiMifQ and xojda^i^tn, to purge, are formed the verbal nmms 
mktgftni and xo^otfKffjLo^, both signifying purgation, or the 
set df purging; whereas xotda^jxa dignifies the ofi^onring 
or filth. Under such circumstances, nouns terminating in 
ffe^ are not to be confounded with nouns in im^ \ the formsr 
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exj^eas the ocft'os, luit the latter re&r to th» ol^ject or 
ejfec^ of the acUon. Nouos terinifialiDg in>(i;'aieiiot v^: . 
Bonymous with nouns in ^ml, but with nouoa in j^ ; na/hifib^^ 
xaMgKfiM^c, and xa6oLg(fiSy are all syBonymoua— rthey aU de* 
note ih&actoi fBaxifying^ Procoi^ing on thi& yklaki psiOK 
c^e of analogy, our translators have vety iadi6ioual|i;a«l 
accurately transkted digtiay^QVi riohberyM 

Before disoftisaing this disputed word« I musi cantafinmji 
readeit not V> he deeeked by the boldi and confident aafier<-. 
tiond of our aulhor. In hw appeodox (p. 303), he confif 
dentiy assumes what is not tvKie — ^*- that M agree hi hia.i»r 
^* terpretation of the Word." Hammond^ M'Knighik, Ward^ 
law., and all Trinitarians that I have consulted^ (except 
one,) defend the received versidia, in opposition to tiie. 
Doctor. The writer which I h&ye excepted, is StiiartrO^ 
Andover, who says^ '^ Greek syntax would place th» wocte 
*^ thus, as to theiT sense i mm vr^if^aTQ ra siytu, ufou d^oj (xarci) 
*^ &^a7fMv." With .gceat deference* I conceive that tha> 
learned professor iS) in this instance, quite mistaken^ Upoa 
the principles of Greek syntax, the ellipsis cannot be ai^ . 
plied by xora ; but rc^^res mau la additioa to this, £ maif, 
observe^ that his (^jedtion to our translation is satisfibGiepr 
rily answered by Dr. Wardlaw. , 

When it is said, that our Saviour thought it no lobberif 
to be equal* with God, the* Doctor endeavours to explain • 
away the force of the terni equal, by telling us that^ Aer 
word tifUy in the original) oRea impjies only a neat ceisemr 
Idanoe. On this eriUcism l would make U^e foUowiai^ 
remarks : . . > 

1. It has never* yet vbeeaaatis&ietofily proved, that.tfaft. 
original word oyer idgnifies^. excluffl^^ely^ likeness or reaeim 
blance. The authorities produced by Dr. Whkby are ii^ 
conclusive. In every instance^ as Wardlaw observes^ th*^ 
word implies equality. 

2. Supposing the woid nfft to. signify^ not oniy/eqttalit|[«. 
but also HkeiiesB, upon what principle doeaDr. B.-preaumfr 
td lay aside the primdi^ meaniag of tiie word^ and to adopt 
the iecandary? UpoiK what poapipfe cao he, do this, bu4 
upon the sophiirtxcal prmeiple of begging the^ question 1 
Antii-Triditftrians, taking &r gisaoted the thipg lo be prmrjed^ 
Thia Jesus Chrisi 19 mot eqpuilwUh iha FiUheti very. ma*, 
dtetly conclude^ ^that the pdm^y meaiQing of the wbrdi 
mtwt be Mdai^de, and al secondary, oae^ agreeable tathair 
own preconceived opinions, adopted ! 
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3. In the text under consideration, according to the 
Doctor's own showing, the word cannot signify likeness or 
resemblance. All that he pleads for is, that the word 
** often implies only near resemblance." Now, upon tha 
principle that Jesus Christ was only a creature* between 
him and the Deity there was no near resemblance. The 
resemblance between the rudest savage and Solomon the 
wise was infinitely nearer. Between a creature and his 
Creator, there is an infinite distance, and, consequently, the 
resemblance must be infinitely remote. It is therefore evi* 
dent, that though the wdrd may sometimes imply only neav ' 
resemblance, Siis cannot possibly be the meaning of it 
Iiiere. The Doctor alleges, that the original word, if trans* 
lated equaly <« would signify that God was equal to himself; 
«< or else, that there are two Gods." But does he not 
know, that Trinitarians believe the Deity to be, in one re- 
spect three, and in another one? They do not believe 
that there are three persons, and yet but one person ; or 
three Gods, and yet but one God ; this would be a contra- 
diction ; but they believe that there are three perstmSi and 
yet but <me God* Jesus Christ thought it no robbery to be 
eqaal with God. This proves, that he and the Father are 
two distinct persons ; but not that they are Wo Gods, or ' 
that God is equal to himself. 

From the phrases, *^form of God,'* and ^^f&rm af a str^ 
9011^," the Doctor concludes, 'that Jesus Christ was not 
reaUy a servant, but only resetntHed a servant ; and that he 
was not reaUy God, but only retembUd God. From the 
very same premises, I would draw the very opposite con- 
clusion* From the phrase *^form of a servant,*^ and fi^om 
our Saviour's own words, «<I am among you as one that 
servetb," are we to conclude that our Saviour was not 
really a eerwnaf By iio means. The conclusion is con- 
tradicted by the following plain declarations of Scripture. 
LNdah, xlii. 1 : <« Behold my servant whom I uphold ;'^' — 
verse 19, *<Who is blind but my servant?" See ateo 
baiahy xlix. 6— -Hi. 13-^Zech. iii. 8 — ^Mal. zii« 18 — zz. 28. 
After reading ^ese Scripture8» will any person say that 
' Jesus Chrifiit only reeenMed a servant ? Surely not. When 
be todc upon him the form of a savant, he reaUy became a 
wmmU, In the same manner, I conclude, that his being 
inthe form of God implies, that he was really God. Both 

bmng in the form of God, and his thinkmg it no rob- 
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toy to be iequal with God, establish ike same great point^** 
I Hii Bw^TME Deity. 

! Dr. Bruce affirms, that the obvious meaning of our trans* 
I lation would make Christ an example of selfishness and 
ambition. This bold assertion is a mexe petUio principii — > 
a barefaced begging of the question. It takes for granted 
what remains to be proved, and what is denied by all, but 
Anti-trinitarians. It takes for granted, that Jesus Christ is 
only a creature. Now, if this hypothesis were true — ^if the 
Redeemer were only a creature.—*' To think it no robbery 
«* to be equal with God," would make him not only an ex- 
ample of selfishness and ambition, but of the most horrid 
impiety and blasphemy I The Anti-trinitarian hypothesis, 
however, has never yet been proved, and, I presume, nesoer 
"WUI, -This text alone, notwithstanding the violent attempts 
to pervert it, will for ever prove an insuperaJble barrier* 
Anti-trinitarian comments explain away all the beauty and 
force of the passage. On their principles, where is that 
exalted virtue displayed in the humiliation of Jesus ; If 
Jesus was only a man — a carpenter's son — as Socinians 
contend, where was his humiliation ? According to the 
Arian scheme, Jesua Christ was only a creature — a super- 
amgelic being — ^a being bound by the law of God — bound to 
obey his heavenly father. When his father commanded him 
to humble himself, had he refused,^ he would have been n 
rebel, a fallen angel, as bad as Satan, if not worse ! When 
hfi obeyed, he was only an unprofitable servant I — ^he had 
only done that which it was his duty to do. His obedience 
was only a debt, and could lay the Deity under no obliga- 
tion to confer favours, either on himself, or on any of the 
hiiman family. He had notlung of his own — nothing which 
lie, had not received-— his sacrifice was not his own— he had 
no merit— -no ground of boasting. He had no liberty to 
save his own' life, without incurring the guilt of the most 
horrid impietv, rebellion, and apostacy — without becoming 
.A^ea ai^el! Where is then, that exalted virtue, which 
iias kmdled into rapture prophets and apostles, men and 
angels, the whole blessed creation ? The Arian hypothe- 
sis sinks iptp nothing. 

On the other hand, according to the Trinitarian scheme> 
tiie text exhibits an astonishing, an overwhelming display 
of generoiis disinterested benevolence, humility and con- 
descension.. It exhibits an example worthy of the imitation 
of men and of angel»^worthy of Uie admiration and praise 
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of «I1 intelligent creatures ! Oh ! that be who vriteif wA 
they who read these pages, may be able to comprehend^ 
with all saints, what is the breadth and length, and depth 
and height ; and to know the love of Christ, which passea 
knowledge, that they may be filled with all the fulness of 
God.* 



CHAPTER IV. 

Of the Supreme Deity of the Holy Ghost, 

Havtno in the preceding pages endeavoured to establisn 
the Divinity of our blessed Redeemer, and to refute those 
arguments by which Dr. B. has assailed that doctrine, I 
proceed now to make a few observations in defence of the 
Supreme Deity of the Holy Ghost. The Doctor boasts 
of the Arian system, as rational and consistent — as quite 



*■ Intimately connected wiUi our Saviour's taking upon him *< t)i« 
<< form of a set vant,'^ is that text in the Hebrews, ^^ He took not on him 
*• the nature of angels, but the seed of Abraham.'^ — Dr. B. very proper- 
ly remarks, that such phrases would be totally inapplicable to a mere 
man, who could have no power to take on himself the nature of angels 
—but he quite forgets, that such phrases are no less inapplicable toaa 
angel, or the highest of angelic beings. How could an angel, or the 
highest of angelic beings, take upon himself the nature of angels ? If 
he were originally possessed of their nature, how could he.osiume it? 
The text is equally inconsistent with the doctrines of Spcinians and 
Arians. For what consistency, or what sense, in talking of, a man 
taking upon himself the nature of a man, or an angel taking upon 
himself the nature of an angel ? Dr. Price, perceiving such phraseology 
to be grossly absurd, is forced to recur to verbal eritici8m^to/a/«e cri- 
ticism. His translation, designed to supersede the authorized version, 
runs thus : — *^ He helped not the nature of angels." This translation 
of the verb tvtKxy^dLViro is quite of a piece with Dr. B.*8 translation of 
the noun 'a^ta'^iuw. Dr. Bruce affixes the meaning of 'tt^deyfiM to 
'a^Ayjutof; and Di*. Price affixes the meaning of AmnhAfACatoiMU to ma- 
XcLfJiCAvofAaU ; and by this simple operation of affixing tlie meaning of 
one word to another, do these learned Doctors contrive to evade the 
forceof troublesome texts, and to preserve froni destruction their fatoiir- 
ite system. They deprecate Verbal criticism, and pretend to be wil- 
ling to abide by the received version.— I MLy-pretfind; for it is. nothing 
but pretence. They are no^ willing to abide by it: they CAiriroT 
abide by it, and adVocate Arianism. They appeal to criticism in every 
case of extremity, and to soch a species of criticism^ too, as would en^ 
mble il:i9m to btingafjig meming.imf lif any text. 
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INse ftom' tb^ diificalties attending the systems of Trinitari*^ 
ana and Socinians — as clogged with no difficulties of its 
own^ except such as must attach to any supernatural inter- 
position. To me^ I conj^s, that system appears in a quite 
difierent light. It appears to me unscripturaly unreasmuh 
6k, inconsistent, and cU^ged with MfieuUies altogether tii- 
^aupereMe. The correctness of this view will appear from 
the doctrine of that system, not only respecting the Son nf 
God,, but also respecting the Spirit of all grace, the Hc^f 
Ghost. Arians, in their view of the blessed Spirit, are not 
only inconsistent with the Scriptures of truths but with each 
other. Some of them believe^ that he is neither God, nor 
angel, nor man, nor any being at aU, but only the power, 
uisdom, or influence of the Deity. Others again (and 
among those Dr. B. though he speaks entirely in the Ian-, 
ffuage of scepticism and doubt,) believe that the Holy 
Ghost is a creature inferior to our Blessed Redeemer. The 
hypothesis of those who deny the distinct personality of 
the Holy Ghost, is full of absurdity. And yet, to maintain 
his personahty, but deny his Supreme Deity, appears to 
inTolve much contradiction, perplexity, and confusion. Th« 
works peculiar to God are ascribed, in Scripture, to the 
Blessed Spirit. In the work of creadon he is represented 
as a principal agent. He '* moved upon the waters," Gen. 
a. S. He *' garnished the heavens," Job<» xxvi. V6. He 
'^ made man," Job, xxxiii. 4. In the new creation, also, 
he is a principal agent. He regenerates the natural worlds 
PsaL civ. 6, '* Thou sendest forth thy Spirit) they are cre- 
^ated; and thou renewest the face of the earth." Hs 
regenerates the moral world, Tit. iii v. '' According^ to his 
*• mercy he saved^ us, by the washing of regeneration^ and 
«* renevring of the Holy Ghost." In the resurrection of the 
dead he will be a principal agent, Rom. viii. 1 1. «« But if 
'< the Spirit of him that raised up Jesus from the dead dwell 
" in you, he that raised up Christ from the dead) shall also 
«< quicken your mortal bodies by his Spirit that dwelleth in 
•*ycm." "piese, and many other works of God are as* 
pribed to the Blessted Spirit. According to the Scriptures, 
God stretched f<^rth the heavens alone, and spread abroad 
the earth by himself; but according to the system of Doctor 
B.« be did not create the heavens and the earth aloncy or by 
hiinself, but by a created instrument^ Jesus Christ, This 
is not all : From the preceding Scriptures, it appears, that 
God did not create by the 3ubocdinate instrument atone, but 
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bj cnaiier instniment still lower — hj the Holf OhoBi. 
Arians maintain, that Jesus Christ is inferior to the Father, 
and the Holy Ghost inferior to Jesus Christ From these 
premises it follows, that* in the work of creation, Jesos 
Christ was an instrument in the hand of God ; and the Holy 
Ghost a subordinate instrument m the hand of JesM Christ 
— so that the work of creation was 'performed by the in- 
strument of an instruTneni — the servant of a servant i The 
work of creation was performed by a creature^ the Hofy 
Ghost ! This creature was created by awOher crmiurtj 
Jesus Christ t ! — which last creature created hobslfI i I 
Such appears to me the legitimate and native consequenees 
of the Arian system — of that system which is extolled fon 
its reasonableness and simplicity ! Should Arians attempt 
to evade those absurd consequences, by denying that the 
preceding texts refer to the Holy Spirit taken personally — 
should they even succeed in making their escape by such aa 
evasion — still I would ask the following questions : — How 
is the Rede^mer^s superiority to the Holy Ghost consistent 
with his being conceived in the womb of the vii;gin by the 
power of the Holy Ghost ? What ! conceived by '&e 
power of a creature inferior to himself, conceived by die 
power of his own creature ! The Redeemer was honoured 
by the descent of the Holy Ghost at his baptism. The 
Holy Ghost anointed him, and qualified him for his medite* 
rial offices and work. He wrought his miracles by the 
power of the Holy Ghost. How are these things consistent 
with the inferiority of that Blessed Spirit ? The Holy Spirit 
raised otkr Saviour from the dead — he was *^ qukikened hf 
the Spirit,^* How is this consistent with the Holy Spirit's 
inferiority ? Finally ; how^ is the inferiority of the Holy 
Ghost consistent with the unpardonable sin ? Mat. xii. 
31, 32, <' Wherefore, I say unto you, all manner of sin and 
*< blasphemy shall be forgiven unto inen : but the blasphemy 
«» against the Holy Ghost shall not be forgiven tmto men. 
'« And, whosoever speaketh a word 'against the Son of 
" Man, it shall be forgiven him ; but whosoever speaketh 
"against the Holy Ghost, it shall not be forgiven him, 
** neither in this world, neither in the world to come." 

The force of this text, as it strikes against the Arian safs* 
tem, Doctor B. endeavours to evade, by asserting — that the 
Holy Ghost was not then given ; or rather by insinuating 
— th€U he did not at that time exist ! He writes thus :-^ 
*« The blasphemy against the Holy Ghost, so awfully #a« 
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^ nomnced l)y* our Lord, was an obstinate ^and wilfoliner^ 
^ dttllty in his miracles ; and particularly, the imputation oT 
*« them to the agency of evil spirits. It cannot signify de» 
^« nying the personality of the Holy Spirit ; for St. John 
*' tells us, that the Holy> Ghost was not given (given is 
^^ added by the translators) till Christ was glorified; and, 
*<long after that event, the disciples at Ephesus had 
*« not «o much as heard, whether there were any Holy 
"Ghost." 

This evasion will not do. The futility and weakness of 
it will appear from the following observations: I9 In this 
passage, as in many other parts of his book, the Doctor is 
careful to refute what nobody maintains. He says, that the 
text quoted above <' cannot signify denying the personality 
** of the Holy Spirit." Who imagines that it signifies this .? 
Nchad^ I presume. Doctor B. would save himself immense 
trouble, if he would not make so many men of straw. God 
forbid that the sin against the Holy Ghost should signify 
the "denying of his personality !"—^if it did — wo, wo, 
wouM be to the great majority of Antitrinitarians — they 
would be aU guilty of tlie unpardonable sin! Doctor B. 
lusserts, that the blasphemy against the Holy Ghost was an 
obstinate and wilful incredulity in the Redeemer's miracles^ 
Passing over the innate absurdity of the phrase ** incredu- 
«* lity in miracles,." would our author exai^ine the passage 
more minutely,'^ I presume he would find that he is quite 
mistaken. The blasphemy against our Saviour — the impu- 
tation of his miracles to the influence of evil spirits — ^toot 
forgiven, "Whosoever," says the Redeemer himself, 

shall speak a word against the Son of Man, \l shaJl Im 
forgiven him.'' For those Jews who thus blasphemed him, 
and afterwards crucified him, he fervently prayed, S'^Father, 
"forgive them, for they know not what- they do>" The 
prayer was heard. When charged with the murder of the 
Lord of Glory, they were pricked in their hearts — they 
looked on him whom they had pierced and mourned-^'4hey 
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* Faith in miracles is intelligible, hut eredtUiip \tt miracles is absurd* 
The philologist will perceive the reason : he will see, that faUhf beins 
i^n ue^of the mind, is transitive, and admits an object; whereas credti* 
lity, being not ah ac/,but a dispotUion of the mind, is intransitive^ and 
does not admit an object. If, therefore, credulitif in miraelet is not 
•sense, equalljf absurd, if not more so, is the phrase ^^ineredtUi^ in 
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exclaimedy '* What shall we do to be saved ?" — tbey w^re 

directed to believe in the Lord Jesus Christ — they embraced 
the glad tidings, believed, and were enrolled ajuong bis 
disciples. It appears, therefore, that the imputation of oar 
Saviour's miracles to the influence of evil spirits was nai 
the unpardonable sin. *' He hath an unclean spirit"—* 
** He casteth out devils by Beelzebub the prince of devils," 
were words spoken against the Son of Man. Such wordlst 
our Saviour himself declares, should be forgiven ; and* w^ 
have reason to believe, that they were actually forgiven. 
Bat he assures us, that if any one should speak against the 
Holy Ghost, it should never be forgiven him. The Boctor 
observes, that the Holy Ghost was not then given. Very 
trae ; nor did the sin mentioned respect present^ \mtfoi¥rc 
pommunications of the Holy Ghost. It respected the mira- 
eulous gifts of the Holy Ghost after the Redeemer's resur- 
rection. An important question may be here put. Why 
was the 'blasphemy against our Saviour forgiven, but that 
against the Holy Ghost unpardonable ? I answer. Because 
tiie miracles wrought by the Holy Ghost, after the asceoeioA . 
of Jesus Christ, were the last and most powerful att^^^ 
tion of the truth of Christianity. The opposition given to 
r our Lord and his miracles proceeded principally from igno- 
rance. To this cause we may trace even his crucifixicui. 
^* Brethren," says Peter, *< I wot that through ignorance 
i' ye did it, as did also your rulers." *' Had they known him^ 
" they would not have crucified the Lord of Glory" — and^v 
I may add — that they would not have blasphemed him, nor. 
imputed his miracles to diabolic influence. The miracles 
wrought by the powpr of the Holy Ghost, after our Sav>- 
our^s ascension, were far more glorious and convincing than 
those wrought by our Saviour himself. This our Redeemer 
had (John, xiv. 12,) predicted, << Verily, verily« I say iwto 
** you, He that believeth on me, the works that I do shall 
5< he do also ; and greater works than these shall he do ; 
, ^* because I go unto my Father." In oppo^ng the Sopreme 
Deity of the Holy Ghost, one of the Doctor's arguments is, 
that the Redeemer appeals only to two witnesses, himself 
and his Father — " that the Holy Spirit was none of ^his wit- 
^^nesses, for in this case he would have been supported by 
.*' three ; and the third would have been more uaezceptioo^ 
'' able than himself." Now, the fact is, that he actually did 
ftppea! to this third, and most unexceptionable witness* 
(John, XV. 26} << But when the Comforter is come, whooB^ I 
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"'WiU send unto you from the Faliier, event the Spirit of 
**^uth» which proceedeth from the Father, he shall testi^ 
I •^ of me." He appealed to this witness, but did not actu- 
ally bring him forward till after his own ascension. Why ? 
I A very satisfactory reason can be given. Had the third 
and most unexceptionable witness been produced h^ore his 
I cnrucifixion, he would not have been crucified at alL By the in* 
fluence of this witness, the Jews would have been convinced 
that Jesus was the true Messiah ; and <* had they known him* 
•« they would iM)t have crucified the Lord of Glory." Dr. 
B. would have doubtless produced the third witness — and 
what then ? By this circumstance he would have com]>leteIy 
eounteraeted the design of our Saviour's mission, and dis* 
concerted the vfh,o]e plan of Redemption. But the ibolish-- 
ness of God was wiser than Doctor* B. As our Saviour 
came, in the fulness of time, so also did the Holy Spirit. 
He gave in his testimony when it was calculated to produce 
the best effect — ^he gave it on the day of Pentecost — ho. 
\ appeared in the form of cloven tongaes as of fire^-he 
I wrought a miracle more glorious and convincing than had 
ever been wrought before. He appealed a more ynexcep- 
[ tkmable witness than either the Father or Son, who were 
i appealed to before our Saviour's crucifixion. When Mi 
! te^imony was rejected, there was no fourth witness. To the 
\ obstinate and wilful despisers of Christianity, there r&- 
! mained nothing but a certain fearful looking for judgment ; 
^.and this, I humbly conceive, is the reason why the blasphemy 
against the Holy Ghost could. not be forgiven, neither in 
tins world, nor that whi^fa is to come. The first witness 
was the Father , the second witness was the Son^ the thirds 
tast^ and, as Dr. B. admits, the most unexceptionabie ic£t- 
fle#«, was the Holy Ghost, When the testimony of the 
Father was rejected, then additional evidence was afforded 
^ in the testimony of the Son ; and when the testimony of 
the Son was rejected, additional evidence was afforded in 
&e testimony of ihe Holy Ghost; but, when the testimony 
of ihe Holy Ghost was rejected, there was no (tdditwnal 
evidence. Those who rejected his testimony, blaspheming 
his person and miracles, sinned against the dearest Ugkt^ 
' wjilfuUy resisted the most powerfkd evidence^ and so cut 
tiiesiBetves off from aU hopes tfforgiveness. 
The reader will now Judge of the truth of the following 
« assertion made^ by Dr. B. fp. 121,) ^* By this he {ihe Re> 
** Awmer) declares — ^that the Holy Spirit was not one of 
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*< his witnesses/' The Redeemer declares no suck thing* 
The Redeemer declares the very reverse. (J6hn> xv. 267) 
" But when the Comforter is come, whom I will send unto 
•* you from the Father, even the Spirit of truth» which pro- 
" ceedeth from the Father, he shall testify of me." 7%» 
Apostles declare the very reverse. (Acts, v. 32,) «< And 
'* we are his witnesses of these things ; and so is also the 
♦• Holy Ghost, whom God hath given to them that obey 
««him." 

When- the declarations of Dr. B. thus flatly contradict 
those of our Saviour and his Apostles, the reader will know 
how to treat them. He will perceive with what weapons 
the Divinity of the Holy Ghost is assailed. He will see how 
little reason the Doctor has to boast, that his book '' is conr 
" sistent with itself and the Gospels." 

Another argument brought forward by our author against 
the Divinity of the Holy Ghost, is — that, «* he is very often 
•« omitted when the Father and Son are mentioned." In 
reply, I would observe : 1, That this is only, at best, an ar- 
gument {ad ignorantiam) addressed to our ignorance. Were 
we intimately acquainted with the Scriptures, we would see 
—as we have already seen in the preceding instance — that 
there are wise reasons for all such omissions. 

2. Sometimes the Father is omitted, when the Son and 
Holy Ghost are mentioned. According to the Doctor's lo- 
^c, these cases would prove — ^that the Father wTTirsigT.-r 

IS NOT A DIVINE PERSON ! * . 

As an additional argument against the Divinity *of the 
Holy Ghost, Dr. B. asserts, that he ^s never styled God in 
the Nevv Testament. I answer : 1. If he be so styled in 
the Old Testament y it is quite the same. " The Bible, 
V THE Bible, is the religion op Trinitarians." We 
will not suffer Dr. B. nor any Anti-trinitarian in the world, 
to confine us to the New Testament^ much less to the 
Gospels. 

; 2. We do not admit the fact, that the Holy Ghost is no- 
Tcr, in the New Testament, styled God. In Acts, v. 3, 4, 
lying to the Holy Ghost is styled lying to God. The Corin- 
thians were denominated *' the temj^e of God ;" because 
they were temples of the Holy Ghost. (I Cor. iii. 17, and 
ti. 19.) — All Scripture was given by inspiration of God ; 
because ^^ holy men of , God spake as they were moved by 
;<to How Ghost.'* (2 Tim. iii. 16 ; 2 Pet. i. 21.) ' 
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3. GAbuld Aiiti-trmitarians mie^^eei in evading these and 
eimilar Scriptures-^-sbould they succeed (which they will 
never do) in proving, that the Holy Ghost is never styled i 
God» neither in the New Testament nor in the Old — still, I > 

irould ask, Why should all this be regarded as a valid ar- j 
goment against his Divinity ? Were the Holy Ghost styled 
God» aa I believe he is ; either the Doctor would consider 
itm a proof of his Divinity, or he would not. If he Wimld 
—Why docs he not admit the Divinity of Jesus Chhist, 
ivho is confessedly styled God ? If he would not — Why 
should he consider the want of this epithet an argument 
egainst his Divinity ? Why should he require us to pro* 
^ce a proof, which, if we were to produce,, he would im- 
mediately turn round and say, *< This is no 'proof at aU; 
^^for even angels and magistrates are styled godsJ*^ I have 
already called upon Dr. Channing in a similar case~^I now 
call upon Dr. B. — I call upon all the Anti-trinitarians in 
tiie world to show the consistency of such demands with 
common candour^ common honestly or common sense. If 
the Holy Ghost is not styled God ; this is an argument 
against his Divinity — if he is styled God ; this is no proof 
mjavour of it ! • What species of proof would satisfy such 
xeasoners ? 

. The Doctor again argues, *•* that the Holy Ghost is not 
''Signified with any of those titles usually ascribed to the 
*> Almighty/* In this, also, he is completely mistaken. Is 
not the Holy Ghost styled (Heb. ix. 14,) the Eternajl 
Sfirit ? Is he not dignified with the title of the Highest ? 
(Luke, i. 36.) In a word : Are not the names, attributes^ 
wofkSy and n>orship, that are proper to God only, ascribed 
to the Hox.Y Ghost ? The same arguments which prove 
the Divinity of the Son, prove also the Supreme Deity of the 
Blessed Spirit. Hence the reason, why divines, in genera], 
do not insist so much on the latter, as the former. If our 
author imagine, as he seems to insinuate, that the brevity 
with which the doctrine of the Divinity of the Holy Ghost 
is cK>metimes treated, is to be attributed to the want of evi- 
dence, he is much mistaken. His attack is brief;, hence 
the brevity of the present defence. Should he take the field 
agam, and enter more largely into the controversy, he will 
then see whether there be not, in the sacred volume, accu- 
DMilated evidence of the truth of the doctrine. - 

Agsunst the Suprerhe Deity of the Blessed Spirit, our 
amhor, stifi &rther argues thus : (p. 12 1 ,) '' It appears from 
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*< 4 remarkable declaraiioa of our Lord, that theHolf Spi« 
'* rit kneii^ neither the Father nor the Son : No man know* 
** eth the Son but the Father, neither knoweth anj man the 
*' Father, save the Son, and he to whon) tlie Son wil] reveal 
<* him : for no man is, evidently taken in an indefinite sense 
" for no one , being applieil to the Father and the Son.'' Now» 
if by this reasoning the Doctor has proved, that the Holj 
Ghost knows neither the Father nor the Son, by the very 
same logic can I prove — shaH I utter the blasphemy? — Thai 
the Father does not know himself! In our translation of 1 
Cor. ii. 11, it is asserted, that 'no man — in the original 
ouJsi;, no oii«— knows the things of God, but the Spjoux or 
God. Now, if the Doctor^s reasoning be correct, the bias* 
phemous.conclusion follows, that the things of God are not 
Lnown by God hibisklf, but only by the Holy Ghost ! 
How weak must that system be, which requires such reik 
soning to support it I Had the Doctor compared Scriptare 
with Scripture, he might have plainly perceived, that the 
Holy Ghost is so far from being ignorant of the Father 
and Son, that the sacred oracles represent him, not only 
as omnipresent^ (Psal. cxxxix,) but as omniscient^ (1 Cor* 
ii. 10,) *' Searching all things, yea^ the deep things ^ 

^^ God:' 

I would conclude this article by the following question c 
How can the forrn of baptism^ or ttte apostolic benedidi&n^ 
be reconciled vviih the Arian system ? What ! baptize in 
the name of God and two creatures ! in the name of God 
and two servants, the one inferior to the other ! I baptise 
thee in the name of the Father, and of the Son, his servant^ 
" and of the Holy Ghost, an inferior servant ! — the seroami 
of a servant ! — the creature of a creature I Such, when 
analyzed, is the Arian baptism. On the same princif^es of 
analysis, the Arian benediction will run thus : The grace of 
the Lord Jesus Christ, a creature of God, a servant of the 
Deity, and the love of God — and the communion of the 
Holy Ghost, a servant of Jesus Christ--*a servant of a ser^ 
vant! be with you all. Amen ? — Dr. B. is fully convinced^ 
that the Holy Ghost is not one with the Almighty. He 
assures us, he has no doubt on this subject. One should 
suppose that such strong conviction must be founded oji 
strong arguments. Whether this be the case, let the reader 
, now judge. Let him judge whether the arguments* by 
which the Arian system is supported, be not extremely 
weak, and the difficulties with which it is doggedi alto|^ 
ther insurmountable, 
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CHAPTER V. 

The Atonement dtfended. 

; SECTION I. 

The necessity of it proved. 

Intimately connected with ibe doctrine of the Suprenie 
Deity of the Son and Holy Ghost, is that of the Atonement* 
I ThosC) therefore, who deny the one, generally reject th« 

other. Indeed, the Atonement cannot be consistently ipaia- 
tained, if the doctrine of the Trinity is rejected. These 
twin doctrines refuse to "be separated ; they must stand Of 
fall together. A denial of the doctrine of the Trinity spreadv 
■ darkness over all the other doctrines of the Gospel.- Ac- 

cordingly, Dr. B. regards the connexion which the death of 
f Christ bears to the work of redemption, as a subject full of 
f darkness and difficulty. He seems greatly puzzled to know, 

whether the death of the Redeemer were necessary; and, 
after much hesitation, determines in the negative — that it 
tDOf not indispensably necessary ^ and that our redemption 
might have been effected without it. I confess, that I ana of 
, a quite diflTerent opinion. 1 firmly believe, that sin could 

^ not possibly be pardoned, and that men could not possibly 

be saved, without a satisfaction — without the penalty of the 
law operating on a substitute. My reasons are the follow- 
ing : — .^ . 

I. All the perfections of Deity are opposed to the pardon 
of sin without a satisfaction. (See Dr. B. page 50, 51.) 

1.- 7%^ truth of God/orbids it. In the threatening a^ 
tacbed to the violation of the Covenant of Works^ God 
pledged his truth and veracity. <' In the day thou eatest 
«♦ thereof, thou shalt surely die." Satan arraigned the truth 
of the Deity. God said, *« Thou shalt surely die;*^ but 
Satan szidy *' Thou shalt not surely die." Were God to 
pardon sin without inflicting the penalty, Satan would be 
true, and the Gbd of truth a liar ! Because men do not 
daxm the fulfilment of threatenings, as they claim the fulfil 
'ment of promises, Archbishop Tillotson and others con- 
'clode^ that God is not chUgeA to fulfil his threatening!. 
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This is ingenious, but completely sophistical» and extreme- 
ly daRgerous. Is not God obliged to tell the truth ? Un" 
doiibtedly. Truth therefore demands, that the threatenmg 
of the law should be fulfUled, and the penalty inflicted. 

2. ' The knowledge of God is opposed to the pardon of 
sin without a satisfaction. The language of sin is, " How 
** doth God know, and is there knowledge in the Most 
«' High ?" God hath forgotten, he hideth his face ; he will 
never see it. The Lord shall not see* neither shall the God 
of Jacob regard it. Shall sin be permitted thus to insillt 
with impunity the knowledge of God ? Surely not. 

3. The Holiness of God opposes the pardon of sin with- 
out a satisfaction. Holiness is that aXtribute, by which the 
Deity hates sin. Fire and water are not more opposite than 
sin and holiness. The language of sinners is, that God is 
not a holy being — ^that he is *< altogether such an one as 
" themselves" — that ^e is " a God that hath pleasure in 
" wickedness" — that " evil shall dwell with him" — and th^ 
*< the foolish shall stand in his sight." Now, if sin thus 
insult and blaspheme the holiness of God, does not the 
divine holiness call aloud for the punishment of sin? Surely 

it does. 

4. The justice of God opposes the pardon of sin withoilt 
a satisfaction. Justice is that attribute, by which God ren- 
ders to every one according to his works. Sin insults this 
divine attribute, (Psal. x. 13,) «« Wherefore doth the wick- 
«« ed contemn God ? He hath said in his heart, Thou wilt 
«« not require it." Were sin, therefore, to pass with impu- 
nity, how could the honour of this attribute be vindicated ? 
How could it be said^ that God will by no means clear the 

gdlty? 

5. Eoen the goodness and xfencY of God are opposed to 
the pardon of sin without a satisfaction. '* If it be argued" 
(says Dr. B.j p. 231,) ** If it be argued from the divine ho- 
« linens and justice, that God must punish the innocent for 
<c the guilty ; it may be argued from his goodness and mer-^ 
«< cy, tiiat he must forgive tiie guilty, and cannot punish at 
** all." Answer — We do not argue, that God m««< punish the 
innocent for the guilty — ^we all deny, that God was under any 
natural necessity to do so — ^We all maintain, that God might 
have punished the guilty race of men, as well as fallen an- 
gels, without providing any remedy. But we argue, thai 
God cannot pardon sin without a satirfaction* We main* 
tain^ that all the perfections of God forbid it. We deny tii^ 
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iS^tion of Dr. B.-^^fbat << it may be arguied from the good^^ 
** ness and mercy of God that he must forgfive the guilty, 
'* and cannot punish at all." We aaeert, that the goodness 
itnd mercy of God) as well as his justice and holiness/ call 
aloud for the punishment of sin. W^re the supreme magis- 
trate in a civil state to suffer crimes to pass unpunished-* • 
were he, through a mi^stakep notion of goodness and mercy^ 
to permit robbers, murderers, &.c. to pass with impunity — 
What would be the result ? Would not his clemency to the 
fewy be erueUy to the wmty? Would not crimes abound % 
Would not misery abound ? Would not that state very 
shortly become ^« the field of Golgotha, and dead men's 
" skulls ?'' Now, in proportion as the moral government 
of the universe is more important than that of any civil state ; 
in the same proportion would the pardon of sin without a 
ssLtisfaction be more mischievous^ desiructivey and cruel. It 
is not, therefore, the doctrine of the atonemeikt^ but the doc- 
trine of Socinians and Arians, that is inconsistent with the 
goodness and mercy of God. 

11. To maintain with Dr B., that the death of Christ was 
not necessary to the pardon of sin, or the salvation of sin- 
ners, is to teach a doctrine, not only insulting to the glory 
of aU the divine 'perfections^ but degrading to the divine 
iawy and subversive of the divine government. The law of 
God is a rule to the rational creature. Now a rule must 
be some thing^e^, inflexible, and permanent. A rule must* 
not .bendror conform to the obliquities of the object measur- 
ed ; but the object measured must conform to the rule. A 
Tule that bends, is no rule at all. To pardon sin without a 
Sati^action, would completely destroy the law as a rule. 
The will of the creature would not be obliged to bend to 
the law of God ; but the law of God to the will of the crea- 
ture! Thus, Socinianism and Arianism tend to destroy 
the law of God, by making the law yield to the creature, 
and not the creature to the law. Socinians and Arians are 
warm advocates for the steadiness and uniformity of thoM 
lalirs which govern the material systein. But, is it not alto- 
gether absurd to imagine, that those laws which govern the 
:^ ikUural world^houid be steady ; whilst those which govern 
the moral world sbonld Jbictuate I — that the laws of tnattj- 
mate nature should be permanent ; but those of the intet- 
ieetual and moral creation^ variable! — Reason and revela- 
tion unite in teaching a very different doctrine. Our Sa» 
Tknu h|ftwelf assures us, that became not to destroy the law» 
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but to fulfil it—- and that «' heaeen and earth shall pass 
away.; but a jot of tittle skaU in no wise pass from the law 
tin aU hefidfiUedy Human laws are imperfect, and there- 
fore they are frequently abrogated, or their penalties relax- 
ed ; but the moral law being perfect — being founded on the 
immutable nature of God — being a transcript of the holi- 
ness of the divine nature — can never be abolished, without 
the abolition of the divine image. "JThe Taw is holy ; and 
therefore the holiness oC the law requires its execution — 
the law IS just ; and therefore the justice of the law requires 
its execution — the law is good^ and therefore the goodness 
of the law requires its execution. To pardon sin without 
a satisfaction, would be a virtual acknowledgment, that the 
law is neither holy, nor just> nor good. To pardon sin 
without a satisfaction, would degrade the divine law, coun- 
teract its object, and open a floodgate for every species of 
wickedness* How would men be encouraged in sin from 
the consideration, that they might sin with impunity ! The 
sufferings of Jesus were therefore necessary, not only to 
glorify tho perfections of God, but to " magnify the law and 
" make it honourable.'* '* Christ is the end of the law for 
'* righteousness to every one that believeth.'' 

ni. That the sufferings and death of the Son of God 
were indispensably necessary in the work of our redemption, 
is evident from many portions of the sacred volume. (Luke, 
xxiv. 26). ** Ought not Christ to have siiffered these things, 
*« and to enter into his glory ?" — (Heb. ii, 10), '* For it be- 
'< came him, for whom are all things, and by whom are all 
^* things, in bringing many sons unto glory, to make the 
«' captain of their salvation perfect through sufferings;" — 
(John, xii. 24), ** Except a corn of wheat fall into the 
*\ ground jind die, it abideth alone ; but if it die, it bringetb 
"forth much fruit." Dr. B. alleges, that the Redeemer's 
death might hiive been dispensed with, without defeating 
tlie object for which he came into the world ; but our Sa- 
viour asserts the very, reverse. (John, xii. 27), «* Father, 
<< save me from this hour : but for this cause came I unto 
*« this hour." — (Mat. xx. 28), " Even as the Son of i;naii 
<^ came not to be ministered. unto, but to minister, and to 
'< give his life a ransom for many."— Nay, the very texl 
which the Doctor adduces, tp prove, that the death of Christ 
might have been dispensed with, proves his death to he in- 
dispensable, •* O, my Father, if it be possible, let thie c\f^ 
«< pass from mo ] nevertheless, not «s I will, but as thou 
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<< wilt." A'version jto suffering is essential to humanity. 
This aversion our Saviour felt and expressed in this pathetic 
prayer. — His holy human soul shuddered and recoiled at the 
thought of those agonies he was about to endure. He pray* 
ed, *'If it be possible, let this cup pass from me.^' — Had it 
been possible it would have passed from him ; for the Father 
liears him always ; but it did hat pass from him, therefore 
it was not possible. It is true, our Saviour says, '' Abba, 
** Father, all things are possible unto thee." By this asser* 
tion, however >. our Saviour could not mean, that all things 
tmiversaUy are possible unto God ; but only all things that 
do not imply a contradiction, or are not inconsistent with 
the divine perfections. It is impossible for God to lie. He 
cannot deny himself, nor can he act inconsistently with hi< 
own divine attributes. — I'he cup, could not pass from the 
Redeemer. The glory of the divine perfectionst the honour 
of the divine law, the stability of the divine government, 
Tendered it impossible. Had the cuy passed from the Re* 
deemer, how could the Scriptures have been fulfilled ? What 
would have become of all the types, the sacrifices* the 
prophecies, the promises, the counsels of God relative to 
the death and sufienhgs of his Son ? — ^The fulfilment of ail 
these rendered it impossible that'tlie bitter cup should pass 
from the Redeemer — that sin should be pardoned without 
a satisfaction. '* Without shMimg of blood there is no re* 
fnissien*^^ 

In opposing the necessity of the sufferings of Christ, our 
author appears completely bewildered . Witness the follow- 
ing extraordinary paragraph (p. 212), " One text which fa- 
«* vours the opinion, that the crucifixion of Christ made an 
«( original part of the plan of redemption, is in the thanks* 
<« giving of Peter and John : (Acts, xv. 27), Of a truth, 
<* against thy holy child, Jesus, whom thou hast anointed> 
** both Herod and Pontius Pilate, with the Gentiles and th« 
^< people of Israel, were gathered together for to do whatso- 
** ever thy hand and counsel determined before to be done*-^ 
<' The words determined to be done, may, however, only im* 
** port, that these events were foreseen as the natural con- 
'* sequence of his mission.^' 

The Doctor himself grants, that Acts, iv. 27, favours tlM 
opinion, that the crucifixion of Christ made an original part 
of the plan of redemption. Now, if the text favours that 
opinion, that opinion must be true ; for surely, no text of 
Scripture would favour an erroneous opinion. The Apostle 
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Peter favoured the opinion: Dr. B. favours the oppotUiB 
opinion! Now, Christian readers, whether it be right^ia 
the sight of God, to adopt the opinions fa vourerf by Pr. 
Bruce, r/ither than those favoured by the Apostle Peter ^ 
judge ye! Our author grants that the text favours th^ 
opinion, that the crucifixion of Christ made an original part 
of the plan of redemption ; and yet, strange to tell I in th© 
very same paragraph he denies that it favours such ai) opi^ 
nion ! He proves — or thinks he proves^— that it does noL 
How ? by a very simple process-^by telUng us, that tbo 
Apostle said one thing and meant another — that though hd 
declared the Redeemer's crucifixion to be determined before 
— ^he only meant that it was seen before! — Thus, m one shorj 
paragraph. Dr. B. contradicts the Apostle — contradicts him- 
self — ^and publishes to the whole world a wonderful dise 
covery — that foreordination may import nothing more tha» 
foreknowledge!* 

Endeavouring to prove, that the Redeemer's blood wa» 
not very important in*the wo-rk of ouf re^mption, and tba$ 
it might have been dispensed with,, the Doctor employ/i as 
argument, if possible, still more, extraordinary. In th# 
parable of the householder, afler the maltreatment of % 
variety of servants^ God the Father is represented as sendf 
iiig, last of ajl, his Son, saying, ♦' They will reverence mj 
Son." ** Here," says Dr. 9., ** an expectation of the suo- 
** cess and safety of his Son is plainly implied." Whatt 
Is it possible ? Did God foreknow, from all eternity, that 
his Son would be crucified, and yet expect he would not be 
crucified ? In his crucifixion, did his enemies 4o whaUi9» 
ever God's hand and counsel determined bef<»re to be done ; 
and yet did God expect that his Son would not be cruci* 
fied ? Did God inspire prophets to predict the crucifixion 
of his Son, and yet did not expect that he would be cj*uci«> 
fied ? Did God— but why expose the absurdity any farther ? 
The Deity never expected — nor could possibl^ erpect-^way 
event inconsistent with his own foreknowledge j his owa 
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* Wtien Pr. B. substitutes foreknowlerige for predctemiination, th« 
reader may suppose, that the o/igin:«l word adtiiiis of such a construe* 
tion. He uill foe suf prised, boweirer, to learn, thjit it uewat haseuch a 
meaoiu^. tl^oet^m, the word translated tUiermintd before^ ig deriFied 
from *o^, to rai>e up — thence coiues *o^oc, niouutain, because inoumaios 
a^e elevations — iheuce, again, *o^oi, a boundar}', because mountaint 
«4re bmiiidariet — from*«(of» a bquudary, ,c6mes 'o^^H to bottlidy a«c| 
«]^i^«, the word tt» Uie text, to tHMad or 4etesmuie befum. 
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ieereesy and his own predieHom. Nay, I will go farther 
and assert) without any fear of rational contradiction'— that 
the Deity never expected any event to come to pass, which 
does not actually come to pass. To suppc«e. that anj 
event may fall out otherwise than the Deity expect^ is to 
suppose that the divine expectations may be disappointed, 
and) of coursOf that the ever-blessed God may b6 unhappy ! 
In vain does Dr. B. depreciate the death of our blessed 
Redeemer ; in vain does he endeavour to represent it as an 
unessential part of redemption, by quoting our Saviour's 
words before his crucifixion, ** I have finished the work 
«* thou gavest me to do." Dr. Millar^s reply is judicious 
and satisfactory : (p. 105.) «« When, however, our Saviour^ 
*' said in his prayer, that he had Jimshed the work which 
'* his Father had given him to do, he must be understood 
*• to speak of his ministry," *• J," he adds, " have tnani- 
^^feated thy name unto the men io)^lo/i thou gavest me out if 
** the world. This was the toork to be done by our Sa- 
'< viour. That which remained, was to be suffered by 
•« him," dtc. 

Dr. B. admits, that '' the death of Christ was a principal 
** part of redemption ; that it was essential to his resurrec- 
«' tion, which is the, most incontrovertible proof of the di- 
** vinity of his religion, the corner-stone of the church, and 
«< the foundation of the faith of Christians ; that without 
** the awful catastrophe of his persecution, death, and re- 
'• surrection, all other evidence would have been inadc- 
*< quate* to subdue the stubborn incredulity of this scepti- 
••45al age." (See p. 241-2-3.) 

How such concessions are consistent with the opinion, 
4iat the death of Christ was not indispens^lj necessary, 
remains to be explained. Christ^s death was the principi^l 
part of redemption ; and yet was not ess^ial to it ! — vhu 
not indispensably necessary ! Christ's death was the most 
incontrovertible proof of the divinity of his religion, and 
yet was not indispensably necessary ! Christ's death was 
the corner-stone of the church) and jeiwasnotindispensa^ 
bly necessary * Christ's death was the foundation of tha 



* The awful catastrophe of our Saviour's death is quite intelligibi* 
««^ut the awful critastrophe of his ruurrtctiim is absurd ; it is aaotbar 
ffscimen of that confusion of ideas which is M frti|aeaUy diaewrerab^ 
|n Ihji Baawt'i ssrnai^. 

11» 
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Chpistian fiath, and yet was ma mditpensiAlp imeetmBtfiif I 
Ofie -iYmg^ at least, the Doctor will acknowledge to-be in* 
di9f>ensabiy necessary — that whMe a writer is eanfradicHmg 
tke doetrines rf divine revelation, he ehculd becare/vi tte^to 
9e7tiradict Mmself! 

» SECTION II. 

ReconcUiatian shown to be necpssary on the part qf Gait ^^- 

well as on the part of man. 

Oor author, having* laboured hard, but laboured in vain, 
to prove that the death of Christ was not indispensi^ly ne* 
cessary, proceeds more formally to attack the doctrine of 
the Atonement. And how does the Doctor advance to the 
charge ? By endeaTouring to deprive of at) ddlSntte mean- 
ing the language employed in the coranmnication of the 
doctrine. The word atonement in his text (Rom. v. 11,) 
18 translated in the margin reconciliation. What inference 
<loes the Doctof- deduce fi^om this ? A very extraordinary 
one indeed — that the original word has " no peculiar signi* 
** fkation !" What ! in the nineteenth century — in the 
Athens .of Ireland — and by Dr. B., the quondam celebrated 
principal Of the Belfast Academy— to be told that certain 
Greek words have ** no peculiar signification !" Every 
mholar, who has the least acquatntanee wkh the philosophy 
of language, knows, that every word has some peculiar^^ 
some m<2icar meaning, fi^om which aFl its other meanings — 
if it has any other — are deduced. But {delendn est Carthago) 
the Atonement is to be ex^^died, and this object can never 
be acconvplished, without tfi^crifice of the first principles 
of hingoage and general grammar. So long as there is any 
definite meaning in words, the doctrine of atonement must 
i^main impregnable. 

Involving the doctrine in obscurity, with a view to tbe 
complete subversion of it, Dr. B. writes thns : (p. 314,) 
^ The English word atonement has a variety of significa- 
«* tions in our yBibles." After enumerating those various 
meanings, h^'^H^^ concludes ; ** These instances may 
*^ tend to correct the superstitious notions, so often attacb- 
•* ed to this mysterious word." By such a simple process, 
the Doctor contrives to explode the most important doc- 
trines of the Christian system — ^first the Supreme Deitf^ and 
■bw^the Atonement ef our Blessed Redeemer. The word 
^^tfd has various meanings, and therefore we eaimot provf 
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1^ the «pplicatt<m of this term, ihM, the' Kedeemer in ^od 
Ib the highest and ordinary sense of that word ! The word 
'4ti&nement has various meanings : it is a mysterious word ; 
tnd, therefore, its oommon iicceptation is to be re|ected i 
An aduvirabte contrivance indeed ! — a contrivance wefi cal» 
CQlated to explode all the doctrines of divine revelation ! 

If variety of meaning render words ambiguous and myi^ 
terious ; and if such ambiguity and mysteriousness render 
them unfit for proving any doctrine^ what doctrine could be 
proved ? On this principle, the whole Christian system 
might be exploded at once ! Every person acquainted with 
%he nature of reasoning and language^ \vin join with me in 
protesting against such desolating principles of logic and 
of criticism. 

Atonement or at-one-ment, is the << setting at one again,** 
of persons previously at variance. In this original mean- 
ing of the word, as Dr. B. justly observes, it was synoify* 
roous with reconciliation. Now, if those two synonymous 
words are found, one in the text, and the other in the mar- 
gin, how does this prove that the original word xaroXXa^, 
oi which they are translations, has no peculiar meaning? 
The solution of this problem, I am convinced, would ro» 
qyire a philologist far superior either to Dl*. B., or his hum* 
Ue opponent. As the original word is in every other place 
rendered recondUaiion, it should, I presume, have been so 
translated in the text. Still more necessary is it to adopt 
this translation nou>^ as the word atonement has undergone 
a change of signification ; and the two words remain no 
longer synonymous. Though Idt, B. will agree with me in 
translatiAg the went xaraXXa7"i), reconciliation, in prefer- 
ence to atonement ; yet with regard to the application of 
tfie word so translated, whether it is to be understood as re» 
conciliation on the part of God or man ; whether it meant 
God's being pacified towards us, or our laying aside our en^ 
Bkity towards him — thie is the point in dispute. The advo- 
cates of the atonement maintain that reconciliation ift n^ 
eessary, both in reference to God and man-— that God re^ 
^Hfes to be reconciled to man^ as well ae man to be recoil 
eiled to God. The enemies oi the atonement deny thie» 
ttid. maintain, that there is no necessity of God being n^ 
ceneiM to man, but only^of man being reconciled to GodL 
TUi is the eaidiaal painty on which tj^ whole contro? erqr 

enwlo tern* 

The opponents of. the atonement maintai&« tb«t» i» the 



Scriptures of truth, man is always saifi to be reconciled to 
God, but God is never said to be reconciled to man. In 
reply to this, I would observe, 1st — That, were the statement 
true, it would not prove what is intended. In Scripture 
phraseology the offending party is said to be reconciled, 
when the party offended is pacified. Thus (Mat. v. 23,24), 
•* Therefore if thou bring thy gift to the altar, and there re- 
• ** memberest that thy brother hath aught against thee ; leave 
• < there thy gift before the altar, and go thy way ; first be 
'* reconciled to thy brother, and. then come and offer thy 
** gift." Here the offending brother is enjoined to be re* 
eonciled ; though the meaning plainly is — that, by proper 
acknowledgments or restitution, he should endeavour to 
pacify the brother offended. In like manner, when men » 
the offending party, are said to be reconciled to God, this 
does not exclude, but implies, his reconciliation towards 
them. 

2. God, in Scripture, is said to he pacified, which is tanr 
iamount to his being reconciled. (Ez. xvi. 63)* '* That 
*^ thou mayest remember and be confounded, and never 
*« open thy mouth any more, because of thy shame, when 
*« I 9Lmp€U)ified toward thee, for all that thou hast done, 
•« saith the Lord God." To be reconciled, and to be pa- 
•ified, are phrases of similar import — Again, (Is&iah xii.1), 
** And in that day thou shalt say, O Lord, I will praise thee; 
•• though thou wast angry with me, thine anger is turned 
** away, and thou comfortedst me." Here, God is recoo* 
oiled ; his anger is turned away, and the soul comforted. 

3. The text, from which Dr. B. preaches his two ser* 
mons against the atonement, proves the very doctrine he so 
violently opposes. (Rom. v. 11,) *^ And not only so, but 
*' we also joy in God through our Lord Jesus Christ, by 
** whom we have now received the atonement." That: 
atonement, or reconciliation as the word should be rendered, 
is expressive of Crod's being pacified, and not of man^e £#- 
ing reconciled, will be evident on a moment's reflection ; 
Jbr how could we receive our oum reconciliation. Would 
it not be nonsense to say, we have received the laffingaHde 
of our oum enmity ? Daniel prophecies, that Jesus Christ 
would make reconciliation for iniquity ; and Paul declare*, 
that our great antitypical High Priest made reconciliation 
'fcr the sins of the people — and how ? The same apostle 
will answer the question : ** He pnt away sin by the aaeci- 
•« fice of himself." 



4. That the blood of Jesus was necessar j in order to j^f, 
c^oncile God to nmn> is evident from this. — Tlmt all tnankind 
were exposed to the wrath and judicial displeasure of God* 
(Rom. i. 18), '* For the wrath of God is revealed from faea* 
'* ven against all ungodliness and unrighteousness of men." 
Viy the vicarious sufferings of Jesus, this wrath is turned 
itway, and God is reconciled. *' The Lord is well pleased 
^' for his rightequsness sake." . 

Against this vi^w of the subject, t)r. B. inveighs with 

fteat vehemence. (P. 234.) " Another pretence,"* isayii 
ei '< for the popular doctrine of the atonement is, that sin 
'^ 13 so hateful to God as to excite his wrath in the highest 
*^ degree ; and that his, vengeance cannot be appeased witb- 
** out the everlasting destruction of the sinners ; but that 
'* he was prevailed upon by Christ, a portion of his own 
*< je&|sex]|ce, to accept of his sufforings in th^ir stead. This 
^^ is ^ extraordinary accumulation of false doctrine and 
V coptrsidiction."— rAgain, (p. 290), '»* You may begin to 
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^^nifying the Son above tiie Father; of ascribing all 
** the grace to Christ and all the wrath to God." — Wba 
ma^aifies the Son above the Father ? Who ascribes all th^ 
grao^ to Christ and all the wrath to God ? The Doctor 
declares, that these errors are common. I call upon him 
to aame a single individual, who either from the pulpit or 
the pressi ever advocated such errors. Who ever main* 
taiD€i»i, that God was prevailed, on by Jesus Christ, a poi^ 
tioo of his own efisence> to accept of his sufferings in tJli« 
ftead of sinners ? It is painful to animadvert on such grosar 
IBisrepresentfttions. The advocates of the atonement ne* 
Ti^r imagined that God the Father was 2e«« placable or Um§ 
mercy^d than Jeans Christ. They never imagined that |]}« 
itedeemer rendered God placable^ They always spurned 
witfa contempt such foul imputations. Dt. B. knew thia } 
ibr he quotes the following words of the Archbishop <^ 
Dublin , '* The sacrifice of Christ was never deemed* bjf 
*< %nf who did not wish io calumniate the doctrine of th# 
^* atoneioent, to have made God placaUe.^^ One should 
Uiink that this bold protest of the Archbishop against th^ 
wilfnl calumniators of the doctrine, would have prevented 
.foture calumnies. But no. It will not do. The precede 
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ing quotat!6iid show, that protests and remonstrance are 
of no av^ail. The enemies of tbf: atonement ^ill go on to 
misrepresent and calumniate the doctrine. 

Dr. B. (p. 229), indulges in the following invectives : 
" If, therefore, the common doctrine of the atonement or 
*^ propitiation imply, that God is not naturally propitious, 
«* placable, and merciful, it contradicts every principle of 
*' natural and revealed religion. He requires nothing to 
<< make him merciful, but to be merciful ourselves ; nothing 
** to make him placable, but that we be meek, lowly, and 
'< forgiving : nothing to make him propitious to us, but that 
»* we be kind and tender-hearted to one another. With re* 
^* spect to himself^ he requires only that we^walk humbly 
'• before him. Any construction, therefore, of this doc-- 
*« trihe, which represents God as implacable, should be re- 
*• jected without further inquiry, without exposing your re- 
«* iigious feelings to be degraded by sophistical argumentis 
'* and fanatical harangues." We grant Dr. B., that if the 
aommon doctrine of the atonement implies, that God is not 
naturally propitious, placable, and merciful, it contradicts 
every principle of natural and revealed religion. But the 
common doctrine of the atonement implies no such thing. 
The advocates of the atonement abhor the idea. They re- 
gard it with infinite contempt. It is not the friends, but 
the enemies of the atonement, that represent God as natu- 
xally implacable. It is Dr. B. that thus represents him. — 
According to the Doctor, God is not naiurally merciful, 
propitious, or placable ; but requires to i3e hade so ! — And 
who win MAKE him so ? Wb ouhselves ! ! He requires 
our mercifulness to make him merciful \ — cur meekness, 
lowliness, and forgiving disposition, to make him PLAqA- 
BI.E I — our kindness and tender4ieartednes8, to make him 
PROPITIOUS 1 — What even the blood of the Son of God 
could not accomplish, is thus modestly ascribed to human 
virtue ! Let the reader now judge whose principles are 
most calculated to expose our religious feelings' to be de« 
graded by sophistical arguments and fanutical harangues—- 
whose doctrine it is that contradicts every principle of na- 
tural and revealed religion. 

The advocates of the atonement constantly affirm, that 
Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, are equal in placability — ^in 
mercy — ^in grace — in love— in all divine perfections. They 
constantly affirm, that it was the sovereign mercy, grace, 
and love of God, which induced him to provide a remedy. 
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to lay help upon one that was mighty to save-*-to send his 
Son into the world to save sinners. They constantly affirm, 
that ^* God so loved the world, that he gave bis only be- 
*' gotten Son, that whosoever believeth in him should not 
'( perish, but have everlasting life**' Such are the real 
views of those who hold the doctrine of the atonement--^ 
views very different indeed from that ^' extraordinary- aocu- 
** mulation of false doctrine'^ and contraoiction, jfhleeip 
charged upon them by Dr. B. 

After our author has sufficiently declaimed against ima* 
ginary false doctrine, he proceeds to state, what he con* 
ceives to be the trfte doctrine. Sin, he grants, to be hate* 
lul to God, and at the same time assures us, that *< God's 
/< hatred of sin can mean only his hatred of the sinner, and 
'* his^love of righteousness can be shown only by his kind* > 
** ness to the righteous." Now, if God hate sin, and if his 
hatred of sin. can only mean his hatred of sinners, it follows 
of course, thai God hates all mankind; for all are sinners I 
yTc distinguish between God's hatred of sin< and his hatred 
of sinners ; the Doctor denies any such distinction. It fo]> 
lows' then, that since God hates sin — and hates it with an 
implacable hatred, as our author will not deny — ^he must 
also hate sinners with an implacable hatred ! — ^And as the 
whole human family who are capable of moral agency are 
sinners^ he must hate with implacable hatred the whole hum€in 
family! — but, if he hate the whole human family with ao 
implacable hatred, the whole human family must be eternally 
miserable! — They must all be damned ! Not one soul can 
possibly be saved I God hyces mankind, according to the 
I)octor, yet hates them — hates them as he hates sin» that is, 
with an implacable and eternal hatred ! I Such are Dr* 
Bruce's ideas of God's hatred of sin and sinners ! Such is 
tiis mUd<i trtiCy and consistent doctrine ! ! ! 

Let us attend to his views of God's loveof righteousnescu 
" God's love of righteousness," says the Doctor, ** can be 
shown only by his kindness to the righteous." New aod 
strange doctrine indeed ! A doctrine as unscriptural and 
absurd, as it is novel. Tell me. Dr. B.* can God. only 
show his love of righteousness by his kindness to the ri^ 
teous ? Can he not also show it by punishing the wicked ) 
Is God unrighteous who taketh vengeance ? The sentir 
ments of David on this subject differ widely from those of 
our author. (Psal. xi. 6, 7,) *' Upon the wicked he shall 
>* rain snares, fire and brimstone, and an horrible tempest : 
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«< tins riiali be the portion of their cup. For the rrgfhtdbai 
** Lord loveth righteousness ; his countenance doth behold 
•* ihe upright." Here we see, that God's love of righteow* 
Hess is testified, by raining a horrible tempest on sinnerd, 
tB well as by showing kindness to the righteous. — (See R^v. 
xvi. 6, 6. — Rom. ii. 6, 9, inclusive.) — I submit, how,'td 
e^ry reader capable of the slightest reflection, whether tbil 
friends of the atonement, or Dr. B. may more justly be 
charged with an extraordinary accumulation of false docfrint 
tnd contradiction. 



SECTION III. 

TTie Death of Christ vicarious. 

The way of a sinner's salvation is so plain^ that a wa]^ 
faring man, though a fool, shall not err therein. — But is " 
there any thing so plain^ cither in the volume of nature or 
divine revelation j^s not to be controverted ? l*b&t there 
is a God, has been denied-^hat there is a sun in the firma- 
ment, has been questioned — that there is no material world, 
has been asserted — that there is nothing in the universe but 
ideas and sensations, has been strenuously maintained. — It 
would seem, that the pride of man piques itself in opposing* 
those truths which are the most plain a^nd incontrovertible ; 
whilst it glories in advocating errors the most paradoxical 

id absurd.. Were this weakness of our nature — to call it 
by no worse name — manifested only in abstract theories^ 
and philosophical speculations, it might be regarded as of 
very little consequence — it might afford matter of ridicule 
or amusement : but, when it is employed in subverting the i 
Christian system, or razing the foundations of the sinner's 
hope, the pious ^Christian cannot avoid feeling the most 
acute and painful sensations. Good, however, results from 
itvil. Not only Christianity itself, but all the doctrines of 
the Christian system,* are calculated to bear the most rigor* 
ous examination — the most fiery trial. Whilst the wood, 
)iay, and stubble, of erroneous opinions are burnt up> the 
gold, silver, and precious stones of gospel doctrines sliin^ 
forth with refulgent splendour, delighting every mind with i 
their beauty» and dazzling every eye with their glory. 

The great atoning sacrifice of Jesus was predicted b} 
l^ophets, typified by sacrifice, proclaimed by apostles^ , 
preached by the Redeemer^ and celebrated in the rapturous j 
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inspired anthems both of the Old and NeW Testament 
church. Hundreds of texts prove that glorious doctrine, 
which is the foundation stone of the Christian system — the 
cardinal point, on which turn all our hopes for time and 
eternity. The doctrine of a vicarious atonement being of 
great, of paramount, oHnfinUiR importance, is taught in the 
sacked volume^ so abundantly and so clearly, that he who* 
luns may read. 

Isaiah assures us, that oUr blessed Redeemer was wound- 
ed for our transgressions, and bruised for our iniquUies ; 
that the chastisement of our jpectce was upon him, and that 
by his striates we are healed — ^that it pleased the Lord to 
bruise him, to put him to grief, to make his soul on offisr- 
ing for sin, and to la'y upon him the inquities of us aU, 

Daniix predicted, that the Messiah should be cut off, 
but not for himself-— that he should finish transgressions^ 
make an end of sins, make reconciliation for iniquity, and 
bring in everlasting righteousness. 

The Apostle Paul assures us, that we are bought with 
a price — that Jesus Christ gave himself for us, that he 
might redeem us from all iniquity — that we have redemp- 
tion through his blood, the forgiveness of sins — that he has 
purchased the church with his blood — that he has redeemed 
vs from the curse of the laW) being made a curse for us— ^ 
lliat God has set him forth to be a propitiation through faith 
in his blood, and has made him, who knew no sin, to be 
ftn for tts, that we might be made the righteousness of €rod 
in him. That Jesus Christ gave himself for us, as a sacri- 
fice and offering of a sweet smelling savour ; and put away 
sin by the sacrifice of himself 

PsT^feili affirms, that we are redeemed, not with corrupt- 
iMe things, as silver or gold, but with the precious blood oi 
the Son of God, as of a lamb without spot or blemish — that 
Jesus Christ suffered for sins, the just for the unjust, that he 
night bring us to God^-that his own^self bare our sins in 
Mb own body on the tree. 

TttB Afos^i.b John assures as» once and again, that 
Jesus Christ is the propitiation for our sins — ^and that his 
Mood cleanseth us from all sin. 

Ocn BiM8xx> LoftD HIXS8L9 declares, that he came not 
lo be ministered unto? but to minister, and to give lift a 
nuMom for mwnj. 

These, tod a multitude of oHier Scriptures too mmerom 

It 
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for quotation, prove to the humblest and most illiterate 
mind, the doctine of a vicarious atonement. The obvious 
meaning of such texts Doctor B. endeavours to evade by a 
variety of stratagems. H^ tells us, that «* the words in 
«• Greek which are translated far^ as Christ died for us," 
and '^ he was a ransom/or many," are equivocal. But I 
will tell the learned Dpctor, that the words avn, u^rs^, and 
«'POi in Greek, are no more equivocal than the word for in 
iBnglish. When the mere English scholar reads, that an 
orange was given for a lemon, or an apple for a pear, does 
he feel any difficulty in the application of the word /or .^ 
N&ne at aXL He knows quite well, that it signifies substi- 
tution or exchange. Were Doctor B. to tell him, that he 
is quite mistaken — that the word ^br has various accepta-- 
tions — ^that, therefore, he should not conclude that there 
was any barter, substitution or exchange in the case — ^would 
not the most illiterate peasant laugh at such criticism? 
With equal contempt will the plain unlettered Christian 
treat that criticism, which denies that there is any substitu- 
tion implied in such texts as these : ** Christ died for «& 
ungodhf — He ^^ gave his life a ransom for many^^ — 
" Who gave himself a ransom for alV^ And with stiU 
greater contempt will such criticism be treated by the man 
who understands the force of the original. The radical 
meaning of the preposition v^sg^ is ahofve. The first quoted 
text might therefore be more literally rendered, •'• Chrkt 
died above the ungodly." The idea is strikingly significant. 
The sinner is represented as lying prostrate at the feet of . 
his offended sovereign, and the arm of divine vengeance 
lifted up> ready to strike the fatal blow ; the blessed Re* 
deemer throwing himself, 59'^^* upon or above the sinner, is 
pierced by the sword of divine justice, whilst the sinner 
escapes. The ordinary signification of the preposition eoiri, 
is also substitution. (Ex. xxi. 23, £4,) <* And if any mia- 
«< chief follow, then thou shalt give life for life, eye for eye« 
<< tooth for tooth, hand for hand, foot for foot." In ^11 these 
instances of substitution « the preposition jfor, is avri in the 
Septuagint. Multitudes of similar instances might be ad- 
duced. When we are assured tliat. Jesus Christ gave his 
life a ransom for ^lany (Xutpov avn ^roTO^x^,) can we ^oubt 
that substitution is intended ? The appropriate meaning 
of Xur^ov, is a ransom, and of avri , substitution. 1 Tim. ii. 
6p is, if posttfale, s^l strongs. Who gave himself 
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(avnXdr^ov) aticarioUs ran^wn (u^sp ^eavrm) instead ofaU. 
The vicarious nature of the ransonr is pointed out, first by 
the preposition avn , and, if this were not sufficient, it is 
again pointed out by the preposition xi^zp. On sotne of the 
senses of these prepositions, Doctor fi. tells his hearers, 
the doctrines of imputed righteousness and vicarious punish- 
ment have been chiefly erected. Whether preposition^* or 
nouns, or verbs, or some of the other parts of speech, con- 
tribute most to th^ support of those doctrines, I have never 
yet inquired, nor do I conceive it important to determine. 
One thing I know, that if those doctrines, or any other doc- 
trines, be erected at all, they must be erected on some of 
the senses of prepositions and other parts of speech ! I 
IjUipw, also, that the prepositions, in their most usual accep- 
.tations, are entire]3r'in favour of those doctrines ; and still 
farther, I know, that if our author be able to overturn those 
doctrines, it will not be by the ordinary senses of either 
prepositions or any other class of words. Let not Doctor 
B. think to explode those doctrines, by telling his hearers 
that the words by which they are supported nave various 
meanings. We all know this. The words which support 
oZZ doctrines have various meanings. Let him come for- 
ward like a ti'ue philologist, in a manner worthy of his high 
literary attainments — let him show that the words ybr, hear^ 
&c. must be taken in senses different from those which we 
ascribe to them — let him do this, or confess that he has 
done nothing, or, -^vhat is worse than nothing — darkened 
counsel by words without knowledge. - In the same man- 
ner, the Doctor involves in darkness the whole work of 
redemption, by representing such terms us ransomed j re- 
deemed, purchasedj bought^ &c. as metaphorical expres- 
rions— forms of speech adopted by the Apostles from habit, 
or from a wish to accommodate themselves to the usage of 
their correspondents and disciples. He conceives also that 
the death of Christ is styled a sacrifice only in allusion to 
the sacrifices of the legal dispensation. He confounds 
types with antitypes, shadows with substances, and enve- 
lopes the whole in darkness and confusion. << The law was 
a shadow of good things to come." Jesus Christ, his 
offices* and benefits, were the substance. Doctor B. in* 
verts this order. He represents redemption by Christ, the 
ransom he paid, and the sacrifice he oflered, as mere ska^ 
doimy embellishments of speech^ and ^figurative aUusion^ 
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-"^allusions to redemption from Egypt — ^to legal saeri^jceff, 
Jfcc* 

*« Other expressions,'* says our author, (p. 219,)^' are 
** borrowed from the Jewish sacrifices) on account of an 
" ojpfparent resemblance between the crucifixion and the 
'^ death of a victim ; but this is only apparetA-, and ther« 
*< is no more reason for taking these literally than the for- 
«* mer.'* So then, it seems, that between the legal saciifices 
and the death of Christ, there was not so much as a resem' 
Wance* The resemblance was only 4iq9parent^ but not real! 
Christ's death, according to Doctor B., was not a reai^ bat 
only a metaphorical sacrifice. Neither is the metaphor it^ 
^elf real, but only apparent — a metaphor^, without any real 
resemblance ! — a false metaphor ! the shadow of a sha« 
dow ! — Such an attack upon an inspired Apostle, requires 
no comment. 

Dr. B. asserts^ that the paschal lamb was no sacrificev^ 
P. 222, he writes thus : ** But the paschal lamb was not 
" sacrificed : no sacrifice coidd be performed except in tb« 
^' temple ; but the paschal lamb, to which our Saviour is 
'« compared 1 was killed in a private house, and dressed and 
'^ eaten at a domestic entertainment, witliout any sacrificial 
^' ceremonies. If therefore. Christ was HteraUy sacrificed, 
^< he could not be likened to the paschal lamb.'* — In this 
quotation, Dr. B. asserts, that the paschal lamb was not a 
sacrifice, but the Spirit of God asserts that it was^ . (Ex. 
xii. 27), '♦ Ye shall say, It is the sacrifice of the Lord's 
" passover," (Ex. xxxiv. 26), •* Thou shall not ofifer the 
<' blood of my sacrifice with leaven ;. neither shall the sacri- 
" fice of the feast of the passover be left unto the morning." 
— Hearers of Dr. B., and readers of this Refutation! 
whether it be right in the sight of God, to believe the Doc* 
tor rather than God, fudge ye ! It is true, indeed, that the 
Jews originally killed and eat the passover in private 
houses : their circumstances forbade them to do otherwise ; 



* Dr. B. brings for ward the arguments of Socrinians and Arians^- 
arfruments, the gophistry of which Archbishop Magee has coinpl«te]jt 
detected and exposed. Though be has read Magee on Atonement and 
Sacrifice, without paying the least attention to the reaS' nings of that 
justly celebrated author, he proceeds with the utmost confidence to ex- 
hibit once more the exploded doctrines of Taylor and Priastly. For 
such unaccountable conduct, he falls under the merited censur^ of 
Doctor Millar, of Armagby who repeats lome of tha Arohbisho|i'ii 
argomentt. 
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but it is no less true, that when they came into the land of 
Canaan, the practice was changed : they were strictly en* 
joined to sacrifice the passover, only in the place which the 
Lord their God shoald choose. It was one of the great 
anniversary feasts celebrated at Jerusalem. After the tern* 
pte was built, the paschal lamb was sacrificed only in the 
(Mnple. Was Dr. B. ignorant of this fact ? Did he never 
read Deut. xvi. 2, 6 ? The Apostle Paul asserts, that Christ 
onr passover is sacrificed for as. In this assertion, ha 
likens the sacrifice of Christ to that of the paschal lamb ; 
but how could the sacrifice of Christ, whether literal or me* 
t^horicaly be like that of the paschal lamb, if the paschal 
lamb was not sacrificed at a!! ? To deny, therefore, that 
the paschal lamb was sacrificed, is an outrage upon Ian* 
gnage and common sense. — ^It is to charge an inspired 
Apostle with likening one thing to another, when between 
the two objects there is no resemblance I Speaking of tha 
death of Christ, the Doctor says (p. 236), ** if it be a sa- 
erifice, it is not a passover ; and if a passover, no sacrifice/' 
— ^The preceding observations will show, that this bold dog* * 
matic assertion is not true. The death of Christ is baik a 
pa9909er and a sacrifice* 

^ In opposing the vicarious sacrifice of Jesus Christ, Dr. 
B. gravely tells us, what every one knows,' that the scape* 
goat was not sacrificed, nor put to death in any way. He 
declares, that the ceremony *< was an elegant emblem of 
** firee pardon — a gratuitous pardon, without sacrifice, ran- 
^' som, imputation of sin, or vicarious punishment." The 
DoctCH;, however, forgets to tell us — ^that it required .^loa 
goats to complete the ceremony — that the first was sacri- 
ficed befi)re the other was sent away as a scape goat into 
tbe wildemees. The sacrificed goat represented &e atone- 
ment of Jesus ; and the scape goat, the efiicacy of that 
atonement in removing guilt. Accordingly, all the sins 
of all the congregation were confessed over the head 
of the goat. — ^That the sine of the children of Israel 
were typically transferred to the goat, is evident firom 
thia— that he is said to carry them away ; and the priest 
who confessed those sins over his head, and the person 
w^o conducted the goat to the wilderness, were both re- 
garded as unclean, and were both obliged to submit 
to a course of legal purification. The ceremony, there- 
ibre, plainly exlulHted those great and important doctrines 
of inmuted guilt, and vicarious punishment. To 

18* 
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doctrines from the eyes of his hearers. Dr. B. is obliged to 
conceal on^ half of the ceiemony. He^exhibits to view the - 
seai^e gfoat ; but carefully conceals the goat whioh wa#. 
slain. He puts asunder what God has joined, and tbuf 
contrives to lay aside the most important doctrine of tb^- 
Gospel, The Doctor asserts, that if Jesus Christ was a 
sin offering, he could not be a peace offering ; and if be 
was a peace offering, he could not be a sin offering— and 
that he was neither. This is one of those^old dogmaticr 
assertions with which bis sermons every where abouad — m^ 
sertions founded neither in Scripture nor in reason. That 
the Uedeenier was both a sin offering and a peace offerings 
the Scriptures plainly teach. He was a sin offering ; for 
he '* put away shk by the sacrifice of himself." He was 
also a peace offering ; for he '' made peace by the blood 
*« of his cross.'* With the same groundless confidence tbo 
Doctor assorts, that sin offerings were never vicarious.^ — li 
is evident, however, that all these offerings vfere vicarious* 
For what other purpose, than to point out their vicarious- 
nature, and to denote a transfer of ceremonial guilt, did ibe- 
offerer lay his hand on the head of the victim ? — ^If the ear 
orifices of the patriarchal and legal dispensations were not 
vicarious — if they were not typical of the vicarious aacri- . 
fice of Jesus Christ, what were they ? — for what purpose 
were they instituted ? — Why. were so many thousands and 
millions of victims slain ; and so many oceans of blood shed ; 
if not to typify the atoning blood of Jesus Cfaiiat ? For 
such an immense wasteof blood, no rational account can be 
given by the enemies of the atonement. Thegr have in* 
v^fited, it is true, a great variety of hypotheses ; but tbejr 
are all comf^tely futile and unsatisfactory.* The hypotbe* 
sis of Dr. B. is quite as absurd and unreasonable aa. those 
ofbis predecessors. < '< Sacrifices,'' says the Doctor) *' were 
<* a aymboUcfld address to God, expressing the. devQlioa> re- 
«< pentanoe, and other pious afiections of the suffBrer/'-— 
DeiBOtlon ! What kind of devotion could be expressed by 
the daily embruing of han^ in blood ? — ^Pious affections I 
What pious affections could possibly be expressed, by the. 
dying agonies, and expiring groans <^ suffering animals ?-*- 
Uaooimected with the atonement, such scenes of suffeiing 



* S«6 those hypfvrh€Mvr«liateA«nd txpoM^ by ii«sf« oo flm Aton«-' 
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and UqoA weie cdcukted to eradicate and daatroy, rath«'.. 
thao to promote aed excite, pious and devoat affection. 
Such sceoea were calculated, not to improve, but to bleiii 
the moral feelings-^not to render the worahippera merciful 
and bmnpoe, but cruel and ferocioiis 11— Sociniaaa and 
Arians are constantly rin§^g^ changes on the mercy of God^. 
Mercy i What mercy ? — to but(^er millions of animals, 
and shed oceans of bloods and even the blood of God^s omk, 
Sam, without any necessity !— -Not elemmey and nwri^, 
but cruei^ and bloody characterise the Antitrinitarian* 
Beity* 

The milliona of sacrifices that were offered, were so many 
millions of proo& of the doctrine of the atonement. The 
language of every victim whose blood stained the altar, 
wj«» ^( Wi<raouT sxenniNG of blood thebs is ho kjbuxs'* 
**^ Sfon/' «< Behqjud TBS Lamb of Gon wbo xjjuBsm 

*^< AVKAY THB SIN OF TII;B W0B1J> t" 

Almost all things were by the law purged with blood.- 
7%« mgrcp'setU or the ihrome ^ God was sprinkled loUA 
NeM^-^p]ainly showing) that before mercy is dispenaed, 
justice must be satisfied — that justice uid judgment are 
the faabitataon . or the basis of the throve of God ; whilst 
mwrcy and truth ^ve in glorious. procession before him**-*- 
Aioses also sprinkled the booki and tdl the people. Me 
sprMkdtke hook; thereby signifying, that it is by the 
peaee-rspeaking blood of Jesus? that all the curses writteo 
iA > that book ans cancelled ; and that it is through the 
same* atoning bloodt that the people of God ace entitled to 
aU the blessings written in that book* Me sprinkled the^ 
pe^ple^T^AA only those Israelites^ on the upper hateis and 
door posts of whose houses the blood of the pasdbal lanilb> - 
waseprinUed* escaped the destroying angel ; so none but 
those whose souls are sprinkled with the atonii^ blood, of 
Jesus Christ, can posnbly escape the wrath to com^. 

Moses made laionemenit forthe holff place; thus sigoii^* 
iqg, thaa it is through the bloed.of Jesus thai we obtain, wt 
only remissioB of sins, btit aB inheritance among all them 
Htmlt are sanctified* By this atoning blood, we are not only 
lireed firom the wrath to oome ^ but have acc^aa to the en* * 
jQIPftient oi God in heaven. . <Jesias is entered mto the bohesl 
of aHu noti with the blood of bulls. nor ^ goals, but with hsi i 
ewB'blood, having obtained eternal redemption for ua* As 
thflitwliidto of tbsway#'by which the higb priest passed inie: 
fha mMkih^ p]aee waaiSprinUeilrillh Mp<^ ; .so vrOtbaM^ 



140 

now a new and living way to the holiest of all-^o the mas- 
nous of eteraal glory and bliss — consecrated by the blood 
c^* Jesus Christ ! — Under the law, not only the tabernacle* 
bat all the vessels of service were sprinkled with blood. 
Atonement was also made for the altar ; because of the im* 
cleanness of the Children of Israel. Sin cleaves to our 
most solemn services^ and requires the atonmg blood of 
Jesas. 

In misrepresenting the doctrine of a vicarious atonement? 
Dr. B. proceeds as follows : — (p. 235) — " But this uaao* 
" countable proceeding is explained by another yet mora 
'Minaccountable ; by imputed sin and imputed righteous^ 
**n«»; a doctrine to which tfie Apostles were entire 
*< sUangers. It implies, that man was rendered pare and 
<* innocent by laying his sins upon Christ ; and by this ae* 
''cumulation of imputed sin, Christ became hateful to hsB 
*' heavenly Father, that is, to himself, for they are said to be 
<* one ; and was exposed to his wrath, and to all the pains 
«' and penalties inciirredi)y the sins of the whole world. I 
** have heard of a tyrannical master, who, when his son 
*' committed a fault, would whip a slave in his stead, to 
<* show his displeasure, and to make his son good ; and a 
'* partial parent will sometimes deter hk fevourite frcua 
" misbehaviour, by a similar experiment on another of his 
" ehildren ; but these are universally condemned as instan- 
«« ces of the grossest folly and injustice. In short, the 
** whole scheme is full of injustice and inconsistence. If 
<* the guilt of our sins were literally laid on Christ, be could 
«* not be a lamb without spot and blameless : — ^If not, he 
'^ could not be justly punished for them.'' In asserting that 
the Apostles were entire strangers to the doctrine of im* 
puted sin and imputed righteonsness, Dr. Bruce is entirely 
mistaken. — Ke will find it taught in the very chapter whence 
his text is taken. (Romans, v. 18, 19,) ** Therefore as by 
*'fhe offence of one judgment came upon all men to con* 
'< demnation ; even so by the righteousness of one the free 
** gift came upon all men unto justification of hfe. For aa 
" by one man's disobedience many were made sinners, so 
*^ by the obedience of one shall m^y be made righteous." 
He will find the Apostles teacl^ng the blessedness of the 
ann to whom the Lord doth m)i impute sin— but impul€^ 
rigbteoesness without works* He will find them teaeUng, 
That Jeses CSlnrist, who knew no sin, was made sm for vm^ 
tiM We 111^ be laiLde the fighteMiseess of God ift 



Tbe 9»me doctrine be will find taught in m|Biny other purli 
of the sacred volume. . But, mark the gross inisrepreseRtfr* 
tion of the doctrine. '* Bj this accumulation of impaled 
^* sin»" says the Doctor, V* Christ became hateful to hi* 
«' heavenly: Father." No such thing. He wafi never morti 
the object of the Father's love, than when he was steering 
on the cross. All that divines mean, when they say that I19 
duffered the wrath of God, is. that he suffered the penalty of 
the broken covenant, which was a manifestation of the 
wrath of Grod against all ungodliness and unrighteousness 
of men. But the Doctor observes still fahher. that if the 
guilt of our sins were literally laid on Christ*, he could not 
be a lapib without spot and blameless. Were Dr. B. ac- 
quainted with the principles he opposes, he would know, 
that there is a distinction between the oc^ofsin, the pMi' 
turn of sin, and the guiU of sin. He would know, that the 
act of sin is not imputed to Christ, so as to constitute him a 
wmer. The rash expressions of Luther, mentioned in the 
appendix, are, J believe, condemned by all Calvinists, as 
well as by Dr. B. — CaUinists abhor the idea, that Jeeua 
Christ was a sinner; and much more that he was the ^T^a^- 
€St ofM sinners. Neither was the stain or poUuHau of sm 
imputed to Jesus Christ. By pollution, I mean the depravitj 
or corruption of the human heart. This depravity or cor* 
ruption was not imputed to Jesus Christ* By imputation 
be was not constituted a depraved and corrupt being. 
Such ideas^ though imputed to us by Dr. B., we spurn as 
blasphemous. Neither the act of sin was imputed to Chrisl^ 
nor the pollution of sin, the -corruption of nature. What 
tben was imputed ? I answer, the quixt of sin, or the 
%TGAh 09LI0ATI0N TO PUNISHMENT. This is all that was 
imputed to the Redeemer. By bis own voluntary engager 
inent he came under that legal obligation to punishment* 
which we had incurred by violating the divine lawJ He 
voluntarily submitted to the stroke of divine justice — was 
wounded for our transgressions^ and bruised for our iniqui* 
ties. All this he did without contracting the slightest stain 
of moral defilement. He still continued a lamb without 
spot and blameless. So far was the Redeemer from con- 
tracting any stain of moral defilement, that, as man, be waa 
sanctified, and made peifect throu^fsi sufferings. 

Nor, does the doctrine of imputed sin and imputed righte- 
0U^ess imply i as the Doctor asserts, '^ that man was render- 
'< ed pure and innocent hy kying hia sins upon Christ.'* 



Thifl assertion betrays a strange confiisien of ideas. It eoBh 
fbands justification with sanctification. The imputation c€ 
t man's sins to Christ, changes his state^hMt not his nature* 
It frees him from condemnation^ and exempts him from 
punishment ; but does not render him pure and holy. This 
is the work of the Spirit of God* Tbis is done in sandifica" 
Hon. 



SECTION IV. 
Objections answered. 

OBJECTION L 

That the innocent should suffer for the gniUy^ is contrary 
to justice. 

This is one of the most common, and indeed the most 
plausible, objections against the atonement. In urging it 
our author reasons thus : '* If penal justice must be satis* 
** fied, it can only be by the punishment of the offender. It 
<* can never be satisfied by one person's dying for another. 
'* That would be the height of injustice, if required by the 
'* legislator ; and, if he should accept of the voluntary death 
'* of the innocent, this would be more inconsistent, with 
** justice, than simply to pardon the guilty, without any 
<< compensation at all ; for, in this case, justice would bo 
** violated in two ways ; first, by remitting the punishment 
«* of the guilty ; and next, by inflicting it on the innocent." 
Again : (p. 239) '* Some of o^r own species have taken 
** delight in cruelty ; but they are universally considered as 
'* objects of detestation and abhorrence, Nero's putting 
** an innocent person to death, instead of a criminal, would 
*' have had no effect in redeeming his character. But fto 
'* torment and sacrifice an innocent and virtuous victim, 
*' firom a notion, that a crime having been committed, some 
*' person must suffer ; and the more dignified and meritorl- 
** ous, so much the better for answering the ends of justice ; 
*' or to punish his dear and dutiful son, because he was ex- 
** asperated against his rebellious subjects, whom he par- 
*^ doned ; and all this, to satisfy his vengeance, and appease 
*^ his wrath ; these are enormities, of which we oould never 
** suspect the most capricious tyrant." 

In reply to all such reasoning, or rather declamation, I 
would say— T^ cases are not parallel. What would be 
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HE^Oflt ftnd cmel with regard to a mere ntaOf was not so with 
regard to the Redeemer. Here is the fallacy. No mere 
:Bianis master of his own life ; he has, therefore no right to 
lay it down when he pleases. His death might he a loss to 
himself — to bis family — to his friends-^to the church and 
lo the commonwealth. The case wa^ quite different with 
regard to the Redeemer. — His life was his own. He had 
power to lay it down, and he had power to take it up again* 
His death was an injury to none. It was no injury to Mm^ 
9elf; for the laying down of his life was perfectly voluntary, 
and he resumed it again ; wluch no mere man could do*» 
he resumed it with an immense increase of happiness. His 
death was no loss to other*; but infinite gain. Not to 
mention the redemption of souls by his blood, having resum- 
ed his life, he is employed in dispensing to the universe the 
inestimable benefits of his infinitely wise and benevolent ad* 
ministration. When, among men, the innocent sufifers foi 
the guilty, besides the loss soBtained, a positive injury is 
done — ^the criminal is let loose on society to perpetrate new 
crimes. This, I grant, would be an act of injustice. The 
easei however, is very different with regard to the atone* 
ment.. No injury is done, either negative or positive. The 
guUty person is not let loose to perpetrate new crimes. On 
the contrary, provision is made for his complete reforma- 
tion.—- Those who afre redeemed by the blood, are also 
sanctified by the spirit, of the blessed Redeemer. (1 Cor. 
vi. 1 1)9 *' And such were some of you : but ye are washed ; 
•< but ye are sanctified ; but ye are justified in the name of 
<« the Lord JesuS) and by the spirit of our God." Jesus 
Christ g;»ve himself for us — ^not that we mi^ht perpetrate 
new crimeS) but — '•*' that he might redeem us from all in- 
*^ iquity, and purify to himself a people zealous of good 
«< works.'' Why then should Dr B. misrepresent and ca- 
lumniate the doctrine of the atonement ? — why should he 
aHempt to bring an odium upon it by such foul aspersions 
as the following ? (p* S34) ** His displeasure at sin, it seems^ 
^\ IB best shown by forgiving the sinner without amendment 
^ or oompensation from him/'— 'The advocates of the atone- 
ment teach no such doctrine. The Scriptures of truth 
leach no such doctrine. The doctrine of the atonement 
gifee no encoufagement to sin ; hut lays a foundation for 
vniversd holiness. It leads not to presumption , but inspires 
witii reverence and godly fear. (Psal. cxxx. A\ ** Bui 
«' tiiere is forgivenesB (d propUiaiim) with thee, thai tkom 
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** majfeH he feared.^^ The person, who is justified ^edtf 
by graoe, through the redemption which is in Christ Jesus, 
•xclaims with indlignation. Shall I continue in sin, that grace 
may abound ? God forbid ! Between the atonement and 
regeneration there is an inseparable connexion. Those 
ifrhb receive the one* are the subjects of the other. They 
are regenerated, not merely by water in baptism — the only 
regeneration which Dr. B. acknowledges — but by '' the re- 
•« newingof the Holy Ghost." They are • new creatures, 
** created anew i& Christ Jesus unto good works." 

From the above observations, it is abundantly evident^ 
that the innocent suffering for the guilty among men — and 
Jesus Christ suffering, the just for the unjust, are cases not 
at all parallel. The innocent person, among men who suf* 
fers for the guilty, does an injury to himself— ^or to his fami- 
ly—or to the church- — or to the state — or, perhaps, to att 
ikmse. He also injures the CQmmunity by encouraging eri* 
minals to perpetrate new crimes. But, as we have seen 
above, the very reverse is the case with regard to the atone* 
ttient. No injury is done ; but infinite good accrues. Let 
no person, therefore, presume to say, that this doctrine of 
like atonement is unretuonahle. Let none presume to affimi) . 
that it is unjust or cruei. ' Let none deceive themselvess 
nor attempt to deceive otherb, by instituting comparisons 
vrfaich will not hold, and by confounding cases which are 
totally different. 

Whilst Socinian and Arian writers inveigh with great re- 
hemence against the doctrine of the atonement, alleging, 
tiiat the idea of the iiinocent suffering for the guilty involved 
in it the greatest injustice and cruehy ; they unfortunately 
ibrget, that all their invectives may be retorted — ^that they 
rebound upon themselves with accumulated force. They 
seem to forget that, according to their dwn views, as well 
as according to ours, the innocent suffered foj the guilty, 
ftey grant that Jesus was innocent,*^ and that he suffeted, 
not for himself, but for the benefit of sinners. We must 
M grant, that in the death of Jesus we have an instance of 
the innocent suffering for the guilty. We differ, however, 
in Ubiuh^Tkef say, that the innocent sufie^red for the guil^ 



^ A law UoluriaiM^^tfik God, only a few— 4iai^ arrived at tQch 
2k degree ef tvpletyv aa te call in queatioa the innocence of oar bleised 

tledeeVner ! 



\ 



145 

to obtain a amaUer good, whilst we say, that the innocent 
suffered for the guilty to obtain a greater good. Socinians 
say* that he died to^set us an example, and to confirm his 
doctrines. Ariana say, that in addition to this, he obtained 
from the Father, as a reward of his sufferings, the power 
of forgiving sind to the penitent. We say, that in addition 
to all these things, he died in our room, as our substitute — 
that he suffered the penalty of the law, which we must have 
suffered, and thus redeemed us by his blood. Now, if 
there be any absurdity in supposing, that- the innocent Jesus 
auffered for the guilty to obtain a good infinitely great ; it 
must be immensely more absurd to suppose that he suffered 
to obtain a good comparatively snuill and inconsiderable. 
If, in the innocent suffering for the guilty, there be any in- 
justice or cruelty, the Socinian and Arian schemes must be 
most unjust and cruel,* 

OBJECtlON II. 

As it wa^ only the human nature of the Redeemer thai 
suffered^ his atonement cannot be infinitely valuable, — 
'< Neither," says the Doctor, could the sufferings of . Christ 
** be infinite, /rheir duration was temporary, and many in- 
•* dividuals may have been exposed to greater torments : 
*< whereas the pains of hell, for which they were to serve 
*' aa an equivalent, are supposed to be eternal, and the suf^- 
^ ferers innumerable. Besides, his human nature, which 
*^ alone is said to have suffered, was not infinite..'* In this 
paragraph our author falls into his usual sophism, ** igno* 
rantia elenchi,^^ or a mistake of the question. He denies 
that the sufferings of Christ could be infinite, and proves 
that they could not. But why deny what nobody affirms, 
or why prove what nobody denies. Surely such trifling is 
quite beneath the dignity of the learned Doctor. We do 
not maintain, that the sufferings of the Redeemer were 
infinite ; but we maintain, that they were of infinite value — 
.we maintain, they were infinitely meritorious — we maintain, 
that though these sufferings were only temporary, they were 
fuUy equivalent to the eternal torments of the whole human 
family. This we maintain upon the principle, that though 
the nature which suffered was finite, the person that suffer- 



f Thi« ttrgument 18 well managed by Wardlaw on the Socioian 
controversy* 

13 



146 

ed wasinfinite — though the nature that suffered waa human, 
the person was Divine. It was not Sir Isaac Newton's soul 
that died ; and yet it was his soul that rendered his death 
immensely more interesting than that of a peasant. Upon 
the same principje, it was not the divine nature of Jesus 
that suffered ; but it was his divine nature that rendered 
his sufferings and death infinitely interesting and meritori- 
ous. 

We do not maintain that the sufferings of Christ were in- 
. finite ; but we maintain that they were immensely greater 
flian can be accounted for, eitiier on Socinian or Arian 
principles. If our blessed Redeemer did not suffer as our 
substitute, why did he offer up strong cries with tears ? — 
why was he amazed and exceeding sorrowful ? — sorrowfiil 
even unto death ? — why was he in an agony, and his sweat 
as great drops of blood ? If he was not at that time suffer- 
ing the wrath of God ; or, in other words, the penalty of 
the broken covenant — if Jehovah was not then bruising 
him, putting him to grief, and making his soul an ofiering 
for sin, what account can be given of such circumstances ? 
they are utterly unaccountable — ^nay, such circumstances 
would have betrayed a timidity quite unworthy of the mean- 
est martyr. If we adopt the Socinian or Arian hypothesis, 
«we must admit the blasphemous conclusion, that numy a 
nuirtyr displayed more fortitude than our blessed Re- 
deemer* 

. OBJECTION III. 

Another objection to the doctrine of the Atonement is 
stated thus : (p. 233) " Lastly, to complete the climax of 
" absurdity, the sufferer, in this case, is thought to be the 
** same in essence and substance, coessential and consub- 
<* stantial with the sovereign himself. If Jesus and the 
♦« Father be literally and identically one, he sacrificed him- 
** self to himself, and accepted of his own sufferings ds an 
•* atonement to himself; while the real criminals were ex- 
•«empted from punishment, relieved from guilt, and re- 
" warded with high privileges and blessings, without faith, 
"repentance, or reformation." In reply to this objection, 
I would observe, that Jesus Christ did not make the atone- 
ment, in the same character in which he received it. He 
made the atonement in the character of Mediator ; but ac- 
cepted it in the character of God, As a gracious sovereign 
he offered his human nature a vicarious sacrifice ; which 
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sacrifice, as a lawgii>er andjudgCy he accepted io the room 
of guilty siQners. The same person may, in the character 
of a friend, pay a debt, and in the character of a judge, 
discharge the debtor. In this I see no absurdity at all, but 
a wonderful display of grace and condescension. The re- 
maining part of the objection, that the real criminals are 
exempted from punishment, relieved from guilt, and re- 
warded with high privileges and blessings, without faith, 
repentance, or reformation, deserves no reply. I shall not 
call it a calumny or a falsehood : I shall only rank it 
amongst the almost infinite number of mistakes and mis- 
statements which the Doctor has made, in consequence of 
his ignorance of the principles which he opposes. I regret 
much) that Doctor Millar, of Armagh, in animadverting on 
the passage under consideration, has joined with Doctor 
B. in an unjust and ungenerous attempt, to roil upon the 
Calvinistic system the "principal odium of the above foxxX 
misrepresentation. *' The Calvinist,'' says he, '' does in-. 
** deed teach, that the salvation of men is arbitrary, irre- 
<< spective, and unconditional ; and so he may be charged 
*< with holding, that faith, repentance, and reformation, are 
^* not conditions of salvation, however he may maintain, 
'^that by the influence of the grace of God they always fol- 
" low electioit.'* I ask Doctor Millar — Does the Calviiiist 
teach what Doctor B. has asserted ? — ^Does he teach, that 
the critninal is exempted from punishment without faith ? 
No. He teaches, that he who believes not shall be damned. 
Does the Calvinist teach that the criminal is relieved from 
guilt without faith ? No : he teaches the very reverse. He 
teaches, that we are justifiedby faith— that in order of nature 
fiuth precedes justification — that in order of nature, faith 
precedes relief from guilt---that the criminal can never be 
relieved firom guilt till he has first believed — ^that he who 
believe? not is condemned already. Does the Calvinist be« 
lieve in irrespective salvation, as Doctor Millar asserts. He 
believes in no such thing. He knows of no salvation irre- 
spective of faith) repentance, and reformation. May the 
Calvinist '< be fairly charged with holding that faith, repent- 
*« ance, and reformation, are not conditions of salvation." 
Though Doctor B. has charged him, he cannot be fairfy 
charged, with holding any such doctrine. He holds that 
faith, repentance and reformation are conditions of salva- 
tion — ^not merUarious conditions indeed ; but conditions 
fine ^na nofh^ndispemabk conditions-— conditions which 
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he is able to perform, not by the self-determining power of 
his own will, but by the omnipotent influence of the blessed 
Spirit of all grace. He holds that none can be saved with* 
out repentance — that none can be saved without reforma- 
tion — a complete and entire reformation — a reformation 
which involves a new birth or regeneration — not a mere 
baptism regeneration ; but the renewing of the Holy Ghost, 
in which old things pass away, and all things become new. 
I say again, that I greatly regret to find a divine of the 
learning and talents of Doctor Millar, in a treatise expressly 
written against Arianism, joining issue with an Arian Doc- 
tor in misrepresenting Calvinism, though his own creed — 
aa I shall afterwards show — is undoubtedly Calvinistic. 

OBJECTION IV. 

Our author contends, that the doctrine of atonement is 
inconsistent vnth the freedom of pardon. The Apostle, 
however, is of a different opinion. He assures us, that we 
are "justified freeljf by grace, through the redemption 
*' which is in Christ Jesus, whom God hath set forth to be a 
^^propitiation through faith in his blood." It was the free 
grace of God that provided a Saviour, and though the par- 
don ^of sin cost the Redeemer dear, it is dispensed to iia 
freely f without money and without price. Our sins are not 
to be regarded a^ a pecuniary, but as a criminal debt. Our 
creditor was not obliged to accept of payment from the 
surety, but might have demanded it from the original 
debtors. To provide such a surety, and to accept of such 
payment, waa an astonishing display of rici^freCi and ^ot^i 
reign grace^ 



SECTION V. 

Of the moral tendency of the Atonement, 

Our author very properly observes, that we should prefer 
those views of religion ^ which are most conducive to good 
morals. On this ground, the doctrine of the atonement is 
greatly preferable to the unscriptural views of Anti-trinita- 
rians. Anti-trinitarian views are hostile to morality in two 
respects. 1, In reference to the law. 2, In reference to 
sin. 

1 • Anti-trinitarianshave mean ideas of the moral law. They 
think that it may be violated with impunity— that» though 



149 

God has attached a peoalty to the violation of his law, he is 
QOt bound to inflict that penalty ; but may pardon sin with- 
out a satisfaction. Such ideas of the law of God have a 
direct tendency towards vice and immorality. What doc- 
trine can be more favourable to vice ? — What doctrine catt 
be more hostile to virtue, than the doctrine which teaches, 
that vice may pass with impunity, and that sin may be 
pardoned without a satisfaction ? The enemies of the atone- 
ment are enemies of the moral lawj-and, therefore, enemies 
to morality. Though constantly declaiming in favour of 
moral virtue, they sap the very foundations of morality, by 
bringing into contempt the moral law of God. It is the 
observation of an eminent English divine, that all errors 
whatever may be resolved into opposition to the moral law. 
The doctrine of the atonement is a doctrine according to 
godliness,, and is highly favourable to morality ; for it has 
Its foundation— rat least as taught by Calvinists — in the im- 
mutability of the divine law* — ^it goes upon the principle, 
that though the heavens and the earth may pass away, yet 
a jot or a tittle can in no wise pass from the law tiU all be 
fulfilled. 

2. Anti-trinitarian views are hostile to ** good morals," 
not only as they lower the standard of morality, and degrade 
the moral law, but also, as they represent sin as an evil of 
a comparatively trifling nature. Dr. B. reasons thus : 

'( But grant, that Christ died to expiate the sins of the 
*^ world, how can the death of one be an equivalent for 
*^ pardoning the accumulated transgressions of millions, for 
" a succession of ages ? To obviate this objection, the 
'* advocates for satisfaction are driven to a greater excess 
** of extravagance. They say, it is true, that the offences 
*^ of mankind were infinite in number and degree ; and 
'* therefore it was necessary that the satisfaction should be 
** infinite ; and accordingly a being of infinite merit and 
** excellence was sacrificed, in order to atone for them. 
'' But, in the first place, the sins of the world were not in- 
** finite : for as man is a finite and limited being, so every 
«* thing pertaining to him is finite and limited ; his existence 
'< and his powers of doing good or evil ; his virtues and his 
^* vices. Guilt is, no doubt^ aggravated by the relation in 
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Stevemon on the Atonement, may be perused with great advantage. 

13* 



160 

" which we stand to the authority offended, as of a son to 
•« his father ; but, on this principle, every offence against 
*' God would be chargeable with infinite atrocity, and 
" would require the expiation and atonement of an infinite 
«^ being." 

Arminians agree with Anti-trinitarians in denying the in- 
finite evil of sin. The preceding reasoning* therefore, is 
applicable not to the Arminian, but only to the Calvinislic 
view of the atonement. Candour should have inddced the 
Doctor to distinguish. Archbishop Magee (Atonement, 
vol. i. p. 171, writes thus : ** On this subject. Dr. Priestly 
t* thus represents the arguments of the Orthodox. Sin, 
** being an offence against an infinite Being, requires an 
** infinite satisfaction, which can only be made by an in* 
*' finite person ; that is, one who is nd less than God him- 
*' self Christ, therefore, in order to make tjiis infinite 
** satisfaction for the sins of men, must himself , be God, 
'' equal to God the Father. With what candour this has 
** been selected, as a specimen of the mode of reasoning, 
'* by which the doctrine of atonement, as connected with 
** that of the divinity of Christ, is maintained by the Estab- 
*« lished Church, it is needless to remark. That some few 
** indeed have thus argued, is certainly to be admitted and 
'* lamented. But bow poorly such men have reasoned, it 
'* needed not the acuteness of Dr. Priestly to discover. 
'< On their own principles the reply is obvious — ^that sin 
*' being, committed by a finite creature, requires only a 
** finite satisfaction, for which purpose a finite person itiight 
*' be an adeqwaie victim." With great deference to the 
Archbishop, I must confess myself one of those *« poor 
** reasonerS," who believe that sin is infinite and requires 
an infinite satisfaction. 'Nor am I at all convinced of my 
error, either by the reasoning of Doctor B., or that of the 
celebrated author just now quoted. The former of these 
writers reasons thus : ** As man is a finite, and limited 
*< being, every thing pertaining to him is finite and limited." 
This 1 deny. Is man's duration finite and limited ? Surely 
not. His soul is immortal. — Again, if man may be the 
subject of infinite or eternal misery, may he not, on the 
same principle,' be the subjeCl of infinite guilt ? Though 
man, therefore, is a finite and limited being, it is not true 
that every thing pertaining to him is finite and limited. I 
ask Doctor Bruce — Why may not the sin of a finite being 
be infinite, as well as his duration, his happiness, or hw 



imfeery ? Sin is infinite ; because committed against an 
infinite God— because it is the violation of an infinite obli- 
gation* Our author himself grants — that ** guilt is aggra* 
•* vated by the relation in which we stand to the authority 
*' offended, as of a son to his father.'* Upon this principle^ 
the more dmiaUe the father, the greater our obligation to 
louc him— the more worthy the father, the greater ourobli^ 
gation to esteem him — the greater the authority of the father^ 
the greater our obligation to tibey him. If the father is po^« 
sessed of one degree of amiableness^ dignity, and authori^9 
we are under one degree of obligation to love, esteem, and 
obey him.— If he is possessed of a thousand degrees of 
amiableness, dignity and authority, we are under a thousand 
degrees of obfigation to love, esteem and obey him. — If 
possessed of ii^ite nrnmhlenesSi dignity, and authority, we 
are under infinite obligations to love, esteem, and obey him. 
It follows, of course, that if we violate these infinite obliga- 
tions, we incur infinite guilt. Who will deny, that we are 
uilder infinite oWigalions to love, esteem, and obey our 
heavenly Father, and that in violating these obligations our 
guilt is infinite ? 

To this reasoning! I know, it has been objected, that if 
every sin is infinite, all sins must be equal ; for nothing can 
be greater than that which is infinite. But this conclusion 
does not follow; for one infinite may be. greater than 
another. An infinite surface is greater than an infinite 
straight line, and an infinite solid than an infinite surface^ 
Or, in other words ; an object infinitely long and broad, is 
greater than one only infinitely long ; and an object infinite- 
ly long, broad, and deep, is greater than one that is only in- 
finitely long and broad. All objects infinitely long arc equal 
in that dimension, length \ but they may differ widely in 
other dimensions : so all sins, though equal in this one ag- 
gravation of being committed against an infinite God, may 
nevertheless be very different in respect of other aggrav^ 
tions. *' Some sins, in themselves," says our Westmiilsl^ 
divines, ** and by reason of several aggravations, are rhore 
'*. heinous in the sight of God than others," And again: 
.** Every sin deserves God's wrath and curse, both in this 
** life, arid in that which is to come,"* 

Can T)t, B.^ resist the fierce of the preceding reasoning ? 

* ^TImsc ptincipifed have b^en atdyyl bad almdat fsidmatheeiatieitil/y 
fWiDmitinrtef) bj( PtetidcRt Edwards. . ^ 
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.He o^mroT. It is true, hexonsiders it highly absurd ; but 
it is no less true, that he fully admits it 1 lathe very ad cf 
opposing a, he fully admits it ! He admits the premises, 
that << guilt is aggravated by the relation in which we stand 
<» to the authority offended ;" and he admits the conclusion, 
^at " on this principle, every offence against God would 
** be chargeable with infinite atrocity, and would require 
** the expiation and atonement of an infinite being," Now, 
this is all we contend ibr. The highest Calvinist can ask no 
more. I am quite aware, indeed, that such an admissioa 
is a flat> contrskdiction to what the Doctor is endeavouripg 
to prove. He is endeavouring to prove, that sin is not in- 
finite ; and that it does not require an infinite satisfaction : 
and yet he fully admits the very reverse. How powerful is 
truth ! How inconsistent and contradictory is error ! Arch- 
bishop Magee grants, that from the Divinity of Christ we 
may infer '* the great heinousness of human guilt, for the 
«« expiation of which it was deemed fit, that so peat a Be- 
*< mg should suffer." But why not infer iwfimte guilt t— 
Would God, who does nothing in vain, apply an infinite 
remedy to a finite disease ? — Would this be fit ? Would 
this be proper ? An infinite atonement to expiate finite 
guilt, in my humble apprehension — 

*< Resembles ocean into tempest wrought, 
»* To waft a feather, or to drown a fly." 

From the infinite value of the atonement we may surely in- 
fer the infinity of sin. Calvinists — I speak of them in 
general, for some individuals do not contend for the infinity 
of sin — Calvinists see more atrocity in one single sin, than 
Socinians, or Arians, or even Arminians, see in all the sins 
of all mankind ! Sin, according to Socinian and Arian 
views, is comparatively nothing — an evil of a very trifling 
nature — a kind of cutaneous disease, that does not require 
any powerful remedy. According to Calvinistic views, sin 
is a disease of an inveterate, malignant, and alarming na- 
ture — a disease which no medicine can cure, but only the 
healing balm of the Redeemer's blood. I appeal now to 
the candid reader* — Which of the two systems is more favour- 
able to morality ? that which represents sin as a compara- 
tively trifling evil ? or that which regards it as infinitely ma* 
Ugnant and atrocious ? Surely no person possessed of the 
aUghtest degree of candour, can hesitate for a moment to 
pronounce that system most favourable to moralityi which 
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regards sin as the greatest evil*- Still farther, we may ob* 
serve ; as the friends of the atonement conceive themselves 
infinitely deeper in debt, than its enemies do ;, so they con- 
ceive that God forgives theiQ infinitely more ; will they not 
therefore love more ? In proportion as Socinians and Ari- 
ans see little need of a Saviour, in the same proportion 
they will feel themselves under little obligation, of course 
they will love but little ; and, as love is the fulfilling of the 
law, their obedience will be proportionally defective. It 
is, therefore, demonstratively evident, that the doctrine of 
the atonement is a doctrine according to godliness ; and 
that it is incomparably more favourable to good morals, 
than the Socinian or Arian hypothesis. 



fflBCTION VI. 
Eoaent of the Atonement. 

WiUi Br. Bruce, I fully agree in reprobating that illiberal- 
itjr which confines the benefits of redemption to those who 
are baptised — or to those who belong to a particular church* 
sect, or party. In common with all Calvinists, I firmly be- 
lieve in the sufficiency of the atonement. I believe that the 
blood of my Redeemer is of infinite value, and sufficient to 
save the whole human family-^But the question is. Was it 
80' designed ? Did God design to save all mankind by the 
death of his SQn?-^Did Jesus Christ (Ze^gn to save all 
mankind by laying down his life ? Armlnians, as well as 
Bocinians and Arians, answer these questions in the ajirmi* 
the. — Calvinists answer them in the negative. To supposei, 
that God designed to save all mankind, and yet, that all 
mankind toill not he saved, appears to me absurd, I had al- 
most said, blasphemous.' To me it appears self-evident, 
that God's ^designs can never be frustrated-^that his inten- 
tions can never be disappointed. If he designed that aU 
ghouldbe saved, all would be saved ; for, ''who hatli vck 
«« sisted his willf * If he designed that all should be saved; 
lind yet all are not saved, then the divine design is frustratedi 
and the Divine Being is unhappy ! Every being must be 
Unhappy in proportion as his designs are frustrated, and his 
intentions disappointed. In proportion to the greatness 
of the designer, and the grandeur of his designs^ ihust be 
the greatness of his disappointment and mortification, if he 
fail ill the accomplishment. Now, as God is <m itiflntte 
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Being, and the design of saving souls is an infinite design, 
in the loss of every soul the'Divine Being must feel infinite 
disappoiutment and mortification. In a word ; he must he 
infimtely miserable!!! Such is the blasphemous but una- 
voidable consequence of maintaining, that God designed to 
save all mankind by Jesus Christ ; or that Christ shed Md 
blood with an intention to save the whole human family.* 

The Arminian doctrine of a universal atonement is ciog^ 
ged with a variety of other absurdities. If it is absurd to sup- 
pose, that God sent his Son to do that which he previously 
knew would never be done ; and, that Jesus Christ shed 
his blood to accomplish that which he previously knew 
would never be accomplished, is it not equally absurd to 
suppose, that the same debt should be twice exacted, first 
from the sinner and then from the surety? — that Jesus 
Christ should sufier on the cross for the redemption of those 
who were at that very moment suffering the vengeance of 
eternal fire ! Is it not equally absurd to suppose* that Jesus 
Christ would shed his blood for the whole human family, 
and yet would refuse to pray for them ? (John xvii. 9,) " j 
" pray for them ; I pray not for the world, but for iJiosd 
•* whom thou has given me out of the world." The Scrip- 
tures teach no such absurdities. They teach, that Christ 
laid down his life for the sheep ; but they no where assert, 
that he died for the^oo^^. They teach, that he died to gather 
together in one, the children of God^ which were scattered 
abroad ; and that he died for his church, (£ph. v. 25>} 
*' Husbands, love your wives, even as Christ also loved thd 
** Church, and gave himself for it." If the love of Jesus 
<3hrist in dying for his church was not peculiar and dUtcrU' 
ndnatingy it would not be a proper object of imitation for 



* At a Missionary meeting, I once Iieard a very tensible Arinin% 
ian addressing a large audience, on the propriety of prayer for the 
conversion of the heathen. Reasoning from that beautiful promiat 
made to the Redeemer* *^ He shall see of the travail of his soul, and 
V' shall be satisfied,*' he said, with great earnestness and emphasis, 
^* And he Vfill not be iaUsfied : he mU not be content^ while there it 
« one stnU that is hot brought home to himself,^ Had not the Impro- 
priety of disturbing the harmony of such a meeting prevented me, I wooM 
have immediately added ; « Then the Redeemer never will be tatii^ 
^^fied !^--he never wiU be content !—he must be for ever miserable .'" If 
the Redeemer u>ill never be satisfied nor content, till every individual 
of the human family is saved; and if every individual will never be sa* 
ved ;>rthe conclusion is inevitable — that the Redeemer tviU never bt 
taiisfied nor content ! Let any Arminian show, if he be able, that th« 
doctrine of universal atonement does not lead to $ucb blaspheqiout con- 
clusions, 
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husbands. The doctrine of a definite atonement, or parti- 
cular redemption, might be established by a multitude of 
other arguments, deduced both from Scripture and reason. 
To a mind unprejudiced, and capable of reasoning, the pre- 
ceding, I hope, will be found satisfactory. 

I am perfectly aware, that a multitude of Scriptures seem 
to favour the opposite doctrine. I know it is written that 
Christ died for aU — for the world — the whole world — and 
every man. Every attentive reader pf the Bible must^ 
however, be sensible, that such terms are frequently used 
in a limited sense. We read that all the world wondered 
afler the beast, while, at the same time, there were with the 
lamb one hundred and forty -four thousand. John declared 
that the whole world was lying in wickedness, when thou* 
sands were converted to the faith of the Gospel. Our Sa- 
viour himself declared^ that, firom the dajrs of John the 
Baptist, the kingdom of God was preached, and every man 
was pressing into it : when, in fact, the far greater part of 
the human family had never heard of the kingdom of God. 
Multitudes of similar instances might be adduced to show, 
that there is nothing more common in Scripture ^ than the 
words aZZ, every ^ world, whole worlds &^c. taken in a limited 
acceptation. But it may be asked — ^If Christ died only for 
the elect, why were such universal terms employed in refer- 
ence to his death ? I answer* to cori'ect the prejudices of 
the JewS) who foolishly confined salvation to themselves. 
'* He is the propitiation for our sins,'* says the Apostle 
John, *' and not for ours only^ but also for the sins of the 
whole worW^ — ^that is,- He is the propitiation for the sins, 
not only of us Jews, but also of the Gentiles — of all his 
' sheep through the whole world. That these universal terme 
are not to be taken in their most extensive «ignification, is 
evident, not only fi'om the reasons mentioned above ; but 
also from this, that though the most extensive terms are 
used in English, yet not in the original Greek. The word 
sxa0'<ro^, in Greek? signifies every individual ; and (Wo^ and 
(fufAflTaj, signify all collectively ; but none of these most ex- 
- tensive terms are ever applied to the death of Christ. It 
may however, be still further asked. If Christ did not die 
for all indiscriminately* why is salvation offered indiscrimi- 
nately to' all ? Why does God offer salvation to all, if he 
never designed that all should be saved ? Is not this to 
tantalize the creature ? Does it not argue insincerity in 
God ? This objection is, at first sight, plausible ; but it 
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may be retdrted thus : If God foreknew from all eternity 
those who would reject ^Ivation through Jesus Christ, why 
does he offer them salvation ^ Why does he invite those 
that he previously knew would reject the invitation ? Doefc 
not this argue insincerity in God ? ^Let the Arminian, the 
Socinian, or the Arian, show me, that it does not argue in- 
sincerity in God to offer salvation to the man that he pre- 
viously knew would reject it, and I will show him, that it 
does not argue insincerity in God to offer salvation to the 
man whom he never designed to save. Thus the objection 
might be retorted. The difficulty arising from apparent 
insincerity in God, is common to all systems of divinity. 
The Socinian, the Arian, the Arminian, and the Calvinist, 
are all equally concerned to solve it. My views of this 
difficult subject, I shall endeavour to explain by the follow- 
ing illustration. 

In the late French revolutionary war, the Sans Culottc, 
in an engagement with the English, was sunk. Her crew 
refused to accept of quarter. They went down with shouts 
of Vive la Republique ! Supposing that the English admi- 
ral had picked up a certain number of the drowning French, 
and saved their lives. Supposing, moreover, that he had 
sent out a boat, and offered to save the rest, knowing, at 
the same time, that they would reject his generous offer- 
Could such an admiral be justly charged with insincerity ? 
llis design in sending out the boat, it is true, was not to 
save them ; for he knew they would not accept of salva- 
tion ; but his design was to exhibit to all the clemency of 
the Englisfi, and, at the same time, the horrid infatuation 
and implacable enmity of the French. If the obstinacy of 
the French was so great, and their enmity against the En- 
glish so inveterate, that they would rather drown than be 
indebted to British clemency, would not every person say, 
that they deserved their fate — that their blood was upon 
their own heads ? In this case, those who were saved, 
were wholly indebted for their salvation to the gracious cle- 
mency of the British admiral ; and those who were drowned 
had no apology to plead ; the admiral offered his clemency, 
but they basely and ungratefully despised and rejected iL 
They deserved to die, for they chose death rather than life. 
Such is the situation of sinners drowning in a deluge of 
wrath. Life and salvation are offered to all indiscriminately ; 
and all are disposed to treat the offer with contempt. Such 
is the enmity of the human heart against God, and his law, 
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and his Son, that nooe would come td'the Redeemer f^i 
life' — all would despise and reject the life-boat of salvation. 
But God, in his iniinite mercy and gface, destroys the en- 
mity of some, bends their stubborn wills by the influence of 
his Spirit, and makes them Willing in the day of his power 
—^willing to accept of salvation freely, without money and 
without price. The rest perish, not because they are re- 
probates — ^not because Christ did not die for th^m : but be- 
cause they ai^ sinners — ^because they are rebels — ^because 
they will not lay down their arms — ^they wiD not be recon- 
ciled to God— they will not come to his Son, that they may 
have 11^. When a drowning man is offered a boat, if, in- 
stead of embracing the ofTeri be should cavil and dispute 
about the design of the offerer, would he not be regarded 
as insane ? Undoubtedly he would. How much greater 
the folly and madness of sinners, 'who, instead of accepting 
salvation throij^h Jesus Christ, as it is freely offea-ed to them 
in the Gospel, stand cavilling at the decrees of God, and 
the particularity of redemption — curiously prying into the 
secret counsels of the Almighty, and foolishly inquiring, 
whether God, by sending his Son, intended ihrnr salvation, 
or whether Jesus Christ shed his blood for ihcm / Oh the 
stupidity and infatuation of men l 

The ministers of Jesusshould offer the Gospel indiscrimi- 
nately to all. They should address rebels in the' language 
of the apostle ; (2 Cor. v. 20,) " We are ambassadors for 
*< Christ, as though God did beseech you by us ; we pray 
•• you in Christ's stead, be ye reconciled to God." Whilst, 
in thoughts ths^t breathe, smd words that burn, they call, in- 
vite) and expostulate; they should at the same time fervently 
pray, that the Gospel may come, not in word only,- but in 
power — that, by the blessed agency of the Divine Spirit, it 
may happily prove the power of God, and the wisdom o> 
Crod unto salvation. 
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CHAPTER Vf. 



Original iStyi. 

T^s Galviniytic doctrine of origiiial siot oiur4iudi(0r.attafilui. 
in his tenth sermon. In entering on thi^ inipoitoii^subjeetiv 
he abandons bis '* sure gtiiJe,"'^ andcoDti;adictshiB^QUl He* 
asferts (p. 45,) that if any doctrine is ixpt plMnly declared 
in every one of the four Evangelists, we m^ty.be assured, 
that ^^ it is not even an in^ortanU truth,'' iQthecQmT 
mencement of this sermon he assures us, that the .doctrine 
of original sin is not to be found in any of the Gospels, -for 
pur Saviour, he maintains, has not said one word about.it ; 
yet, strange to tell, he nevertheless grants, that '' it may be 
<< an important truth." In the one page he asserts, that it 
is 4iot even an importaqt truth ; in the other he admits^ that, 
such a doctrine may be an important truth. This is Dr. &« 
versus Dr. B. ! It is a trite observation, that *' somelimet 
" second thoughts are best." In this instance the proverb, 
is Terified. I am glad to find our author lecanUng — ^giTiag 
tip a canon so unscriptural, so unreasonable, and at last 
candidly admitting, that a doctrine* though not contained 
in all the Evangelists, may nevertheless be an inxportant 
truth ; and particularly, that the doctrine of original sin 
may be an important truth. How glad should I be to &a^ 
hvax admitting, not only that it may be, but that it acjtualiy 
is, an important truth. This >n^t^nce, I am sorry to. say. 
is not the only one calculated to show, that the D<K:tor 
passed too high » eulpgium on bis,v(dume of sermans, wheft,^ 
in his preface, he pronounced it ''consistent with, itsjsJf&ivi 
** the Gospel." 

In the introduction to his sermon on original sin, the 
Doctor has not only contradicted himself^ he has also con- 
tradicted matter of fact. He asserts, that *' the advocates 
« of the popular notion of original sin do not pretend to 
*' appeal to any of our Lord's discourses in favour of their 



* If Dr. B. hat not sufficient faith to follow his own *< sure guirle," 
iw can he expect the first Presbyterian Congregation in Belfast t» 
How it? 
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**^dgiiiioii.** N<m this assertSdn k the very reverse of the 
feet. The (act is, (hftt the advocates of the popular notion 
'df Original sin do 4;fpetd to our Lord's discourses. They 
af^pierkl to his discourse to Nieodemus, " That which is bom 
'** of the flesh, is flesh." The very first doctrines which our 
Ijilessed Lo^ taught NidodeMus, were those which Dr. B. 
r e je c ts t he doetrimes of original sin and regeneraium. 
Our Saviour taught that we al'e bom, hot only d^acedy but 
'totdXfy depraved, not only fl^hly, but flesh itse^. He 
^^ght, that such is our natural state of depravity, that *^ Ex- 
^* eept a man {4ti any one, 'man, woman, or child) be born 
'* again, he cannot dee ^e kingdom of God." 

To account for the origin o^ e^, is one of the most diffi- 
^t jproblems in divinity. No view of the subject, perfectly 
'Hee from difficulties, has, as yet, been exhibited to the 
^rld. The account given in die sacred volume is brief; 
'ai^d fiSt>m it have be^'fdHmed a variety of opinions, liieso 
ihay be dl reduced to thi'ee — 1 , That by Adam's fall we 
are both depraved and guilty. S, That by Adam's fall we 
are only depraved, but not guflty. 3, That by Adam's fidi 
We are neither depraved norguiUy, 

The first of the^e cfpittiohs is that 6f the Calvinists. — 
^hat we are all guiH^ 6f **Aifttm's first sin, they prove from 
Vaiioui^ t^:itt8 of Scripture ; but particularly fi^om the fifth 
chapter of the Epistle to the Romans, fi-om the twelfth' to 
the nineteenth verse inclusive. In this portion of Scripture 
ire are assured, that by one man sin entered into the world, 
stnd death by sin, and so death passed upon all men, for that 
iH (fff)' tj in whom) all have simied — ttiat by the offence of 
*me, judgmeiit came upon 'all men tb condemnation-^and 
'fhat by one inan's disobedience many were made sinners. 
Ttie penalty attached to Adtuti's dfi^obedience was death : 
« In the day thou eatest thereof thou shalt surely die." 
This penalty was inflicted, not only on Adam, but on his 
posterity. Now Calvinists infer— and I think justly — that 
tf Adam's posterity fa^d not been involved in bis guik, tiiey 
Would not have been involved in his punishment^^in the 
penalty attached to his disobedience. — Doctor Bruce main- 
tains, that this penalty was only tempo^l death ; but that 
it included eternal death is evident from the words of the 
Apostle : << The wages of sin is death ; but the gift of God 
" h eternal life through Jesus Christ our Lord." Now, if 
that life which ts the gift of God through Jesus Christ'is 
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eternal life, the antithesis shows? that that deati^ whidi ar 
the wages of sin must be etemaZ Jea^A.* , 

Ij*, therefore, we believe the sacred oracles rather timii 
X^t. B., we will believe^ that, in consequence of Adam's 
sin, !iis posterity are not only exposed to temporai deaths but 
death eternal ; and that they are also sptrituaJlydesui — ■'' alie- 
" nated from the life of God — dead ii^ trespasses and sins." 
This spiritual death, or depravity of nature, is eyery whcare 
taught in the sacred volume. That God made man upright, 
is a dictate both of Scripture and reason. The Scriptufes 
assure uS) that the Deity created Adam in his own image 
and after his own likeness. Having lost this moral image, 
he could not transmit it to his posterity. Accordingly we 
read,, that Adajn begat a son in his own image ; and the 
Apostle assures us, that we have born the image of the 
earthly Adam. *' What is man, that he should be cleao ; 
*' and he that is bora of a woman, that he should be righte- 
'^ ous ? Who can bring a clean thing out of an. uuclian ? 
** not one.' *^ David acquiesced in this doctrine, when jbe 
exclaimed, '^ Behold I was shapen in iniquity,, and in sin 
** did my mother conceive me!" That this depravity. is uni- 
versal, is abundantly taught in the sacred voUime, particu- 
larly in the Epistle to the Romans, third chapter, froim* the 
tenth verse : '' There is none righteous, no m^ one; there 
'^ is none that understandeth : there is none that seei^^ 
after God. They are all gone out of the way, they are 
together become unprofitable; there is none that doeth 
"good, no, not one. — Every .mouth must be stopped) aiid 
" all the world be found guilty before God." .Against such 
descriptions Dr. B. cautions his hearers thus: 'V You. are 
<< not to be deluded by general descriptions of the depiayity 
" of the world ; for those passages do not apply to every 



* Mr. M'Affee says, that by quoting thistext In tity defcntetjf «i^eeidf 
and confessions, I have made a grand mistake ; for the -Apostltf . ^ras 
not speaking there of the penalty of the Adainic covenant, but of that 
annexed to the covenant of grace. — If Mr. M*Affee be open to convic- 
tion, he may at «nce be convinced, that the grand mistake is made, not 
by me, but by bimself.^-~he may be convinced of^this by compafing the 
text in question with the last verse of the preceding chapter. ^^ T|iat 
^< as sin hath reigned unto death; even so might grace reign throiigh 
^*' righteousness unto eternal life, through Jesus Christ our Lord.^ .Tbift 
text IS exactly parallel vi'ith the former, and the Apostle » undeniably 
treating of the penalty of the Adamic covenant. Miany a grand mii^ 
take li made by neglecting to compare Scripture with Scripture. 
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^* ihtlitfdti'a], but t6 it)6 general corrdptioh of mankind.^* 
1%^ Apostle assures \)^> that the colrruption is universal. 
%r^ Doctbi* assures as, that it is not universal. The 
Ajiostle aii^ares ds, that ^ere is not one solUdry excepiion^ 
jkohe, fiofo^, liofie, n&ne, no not one^ no not one : but, in thii 
itee of all this, the Doctor assures us* that there are excep- 
1l6h&, aiid that such *• passages do not apply to every indi- 
♦* Vidiial, but to Ihe general corruption of mankind.^' 
ftdadet of this treatise ! believest thou the Prophets ? 
Selidvest thoii ihe Apostles ? I khbw that thou believest. 
Learned divines may delude thefe ; but the Dfeity never can! 
Such is the Calvinidtic doctrine relative to the ^1 of Adaiii, 
ahd th^ effects of that fall upon his posterity, and such ap- 
pears to be the scriptural account of that mournful, and all 
tinportsint eveilt. Calvinists do hot pretend to be able to 
assign all the reasons which influenced the divine mind in 
lionnecting so intimately the fate of Adam with that of his 
posterity. We see, however, something very similar in the 
connexion of one generation with another. The virtues and 
the vices, the happiness and miseries of men, we plainly see, 
are greatly influenced by previous connexions and relations 
* — by ten thousand adventitious circumstances— circumstan« 
ces over which they themselves had no control. Who would 
;deny tliat such connexions, relations, and circumstances^ 
fiave a powerfifl influence on human conduct ; and yet we 
ill acknowledge — for our own consciousness proves it — 
that man is a free and an accountable agent. The placing 
of Adam at the head of ouf^ family, as our representative, 
was a constitution, which, viewed abstractly, appears char- 
acterised both by wisdom and goodness. — Adam was much 
better qualified to stand for us, as our representative, than 
we would have been to stand for ourselves. We come into 
the world children ; our appetites and passions get the start 
of our reason and ^consciences, and hurry us into vice be> 
'fbre these higher poWersUf "x>ur nature have acquired suffi* 
eient energy to keep them in check. On this single princi- 
ple alone, some have endeavoured to account for the uni- 
'versality of human guilt. This, however ,was not the case 
with Adam. His appetites and passions did not get the 
Mtart of his reason and conscience ; for he was created not 
t child^ but a man. In this respect it cannot be denied, 
^at Adam was much better q4|tli(ied to stand represents* 
live for his posterity, than each ilo stand personally for hiin- 
•elf. Besides ; Adatti saw himself at the head of a nume« 
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roua family, whose happiness or misery was suspended em 
his good or bad management. If this motive has a power- 
ful influence on men now depraved, and sometimes even Qm_ 
the most depraved of men — if it sometimes proves efiectual 
to reform the rake and reclaim the prodigal — how mucll 
■tore powerfully was it calculated to operate on the mind 
of innocent Adam in preserving him.jn a state of persever- 
ing obedience ? In this respect again, federal representa* 
tion appears greatly preferable to personal responsibility.^ 

Upon the whole ; our opponents may pour forth torrents 
of declamation and invective against the federal representa- 
tion of Adam; but, on the abstract question, Whether fed- 
eral representation or personal responsibility were, in its 
own nature, better calculated to secure the happiness of the 
human family — on this abstract question they have never 
yet met us, and, I presume never will. ' 

Having thus briefly stated the Calvinistic opinion relati^ 
to the^a^ and its effects, we come now to the 

Second Opinion, which is that of the Arminians. They 
maintain, that* in consequence of Adam's fall, we are dk 
depraved, but they deny that the guilt of his first sin is im- 
puted to his posterity. To suppose that we are guilty of • 
sin, committed nearly six thousand years before we were 
borp, involves, I confess, a great difficulty. To get rid of 
it the Arminians deny the fact. — They say we come into the 
world depravedy but not guilty. They deny that we come 
into the world guilty, but they admit that we come into tlsa 
world so depraved, tlmtas soon as capable of moral agency 
we mtist become guilty. Now, how does this relieve th# 
difficulty? How does this vindicate the justice of Grod t 
Where is the difference whether I come into the woMguiU^^ 
or with such an hereditary taint, th%t in a very short time 1 
must hecome guilty? Besides: I am quite, unable to die> 
tinguish between a depraved being and a guilty being. A 
depraved innoccTit being appears te me a eon^radictloa m 
terms — as great :s contradiction as an honest thief or a whitift 
negro.. In a word ; the Arminian removes the difficulty a lit- 
-tle farther off ; but affords no manner of relief— gives xi» 
solution.. 

Tub third OpigirioN is that of the Pelagians, Socim^uMb 
Arians, dz.c. They maintain that we come into the world 
neither guilty nor depraved^ but as pure and holy as innoc^it 



O" Ttiese topics are ably iUutrrated bjr Pfetidcnt Edwardfon oripDftlJiui. 



Adam. Tbis is the opinion ctf Dr. B. By tbas den^iq; 
both guilt and depravity, Socinians and Arian» rainly ima- 
giaethat they have eooH^elefy sdved the difficulty; but 
lll^ deceive themselves, and they deceive their foliowe»> 
The difficulty is, indeed, remored a little farther out of view ; 
H is, however* nothing lessened^ but rather 4xugmaUed^ 
Dr. B, admits, that the whole human family sin as soon as 
tiiey become moral agents. Now, the great question is» 
Why do m^i univecsally run into sin as soon as capable of 
it ? The Doctor answers this question' by asking another. 
** Can it be difficult," says he, «^ to account for the sinfiii- 
** ness of men at present, surrounded as they are by necessi- 
^< ties and pleasures, temptations and discouragements ?" 80 
then, we come into the world neither guilty nor depraved ; 
butj nevertheless, as soon as capable of acting, we all be- 
come guilty, we all commit sin — ^we are surrounded with 
mich necessities and pleasures, temptations and discourage* 
ments, that we cannot avoid it. — The temptations with which 
we are surrounded are so powerful, that none have ever 
been able to resist them ! The Caltinist tells me, that I 
came* into the world guilty. This is a great difficulty ; but 
the Amdniai^ kindly comes forw&rd to relieve me. He tells 
me that I was not bam guilty, but that I am so depravecl, 
that in the course of a few years I must become guiUff* 
This I regard as very poor comfort indeed ! The Afian^ 
seeing me still in distress, makes a generous proposal of his 
kind offices. You come into the world, says he, neither 
«guilty nor depraved ; but you come into a world so full of 
voares and temptations, that there is no hope of if our es- 
cape — you must become guilty in a very short time / Go&dl 
comfort indeed !—-*May 1 not address the Arminian, the Bo- 
csnian, and the Arian, in the language of Job to his mistaken 
A-iends ; ** Miserable comforters are ye all ?" The CaMn- 
itt says, Your disease is coeval with your birth. The, Ar- 
ndfdan says, The seeds of disease are in your constitution, 
and the disease itself must make its appearance at a very 
early age« The Arian says, No ; you are born in good 
•health, and of a good sound constitution ; but your benevcH 
lent Creator, at your very birth, has plunged you into a pes^* 
iiouse, where none have ever escaped the effects of conta* 
gion. Alas ! then, say I — ^If I am to die of a disease, what 
amatter whether that disease be c6eval with my birth, arise 
necessarily from a radical defect in my constitution, or \m 
caught by contagion which I cannot avoid ? Thus we 
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lint tbe Arminian and the A nan completely fail in reBH^T' 
ing the difficulty. But this is not all ; their hypotheses, 9& 
far from casting light on the subject, involve it in ^fficid-^ 
lies still more embarrassing and insuperable* In cominM- 
ting on the fifth chapter of the Romans^ Dr.- B. expIaHtt Ihe 
terms juatify and condemn thus : (p. 194) <« As to justify 
*' signifies to make just, to place in th<9 situation of just meD 
by pardon ; so this expression to make sinners is equivA- 
l^nt to condemn, to place men in the situation of nnners. 
^* As a guilty person may be treated as an innocent one, 1^ 
" being pardoned and received into favour, so an innocent 
'^ man may be treated as a criminal and condemned. — ^The 
** one situation is expressed in Scripture by being justified 
" or made righteous, and the other by being made a sinner»" 
Having thus explained, he goes on to comment thus ; '^ For 
** as by the disobedience of one many were made sinners^ 
or were treated as sinners, being subject to death by the 
sentence of God," &lq. From these quotations, it ap* 
pears, that Dr. B. agrees ^ith the Calvinists in maintaining, 
that God treats the posterity of Adam as if they were sin- 
ners ; but he differs from them in this :^Tbe Calvinists say, 
that God treats us as sinners, because we are sinners^ be- 
cause we have all sinned in our federal representative ; but 
the Doctor affirms, that God treats us as sinners, though 
m^^te perfectly innocent ! The Calvinists say, that God 
condemns the guiUy posterity of Adam ; but the Doctor 
affirms, that God condemns Adam^s innocent posterity !— 
He condemns to death his own innocent offspring ! — He 
condemns them for a crime they never committed ! — in which, 
they had no concern /—of which they were perfectly imuh 
vent! — Thus the learned Dr. B., in the heat of his zeal 
against Calvinism, is forced to charge his Maker with that 
abominable thing which his soul hates-^^Frov. xvii. 15), 
" He that justifieth the wicked, and he tnat condemneth 
•* ine just, even they both are abomination to tbe Lord.'* — 
Say now, reader, what system is most reasonable? — the 
system of the Calvinist, who says,Ood condemns the guilty; 
or that of the Arminian or Arian, who says, God condemn* 
the innocent ?* 



^* In expUitiiog tbe wordr justify, condeoin, Jbc. the Dr. ^pB^n 
CTidently to write without thinking. «*In Hebrew," sayt fa«, ««th« 
•* simple word, (what simple word ?) means to be a sinner. In another 
•• SBrni of the verb, (what verb ?) to make one ft linner. And U is to 
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Dr. Bruce quotes and condemns the Westrtiinster Divines' 
; •description of original depravity. Dr. Millar, of Armagh, 
' aeems to justify our author in rejecting that description. 

* •*It is not unnatural," says he, ** that an exposition of thia 
** doctrine, so strongly knd so harshly stated, should dispoi^e 
*^ any man of riiild dispositions ta seek another interpreta- 

' **< tion. Such a temperate statement of this doctrine might 

' '*• have been found in the ninth article of our church." 

' Now, what is the mildness of th^ ninth article ? Let ut 

«ee. The ninth article states, that originaf sin is the fault 

or corruption of every man that naturally is engendered of 

' the offl^pring of Adam-— and that in every person born into 

the world it deserveth God^s wrath and damnation t Where 

now is the mildness ? Did ever the Westminster Divines^ 

* or did ever any Calmnist say, that original sin deserve* 
more than God's wrath and damnation ? But, nevertheless, 
if we believe t>octor Millar, the doctrine is stated mldly 
by the Church of England. *'The article, moreover, i» 

** concluded," says he, " with observing that the Apostle 

'•'<■* doth confess, not rigorously denounce, that this same 

"♦♦concupiscence arid lust hath of itself the nature of sin^ 

■ ♦•even avoiding to declare that it is sin in a true and proper 

*« acceptation of the terni.'*^ Now, with great respect, 

permit me to ask the learned Doctor, How does it com^ to 

^ pass, that original sin is not sin in a true and proper accep- 

- tation of the term, when, at the same time, it is acknow- 

* lodged to deserve God^s wrath and damnoHon? 'Let Dr. 
Millar atiswer this question if be can. He may defend 

' Arminianism if he please ; but, in defending it, he should 

* not qiiote the thirty-nine articles of the Church of England ; 
particularly, he should not quote the ninth ai^le— an artir 

^ 'cle so highly Calvinistic. 

•< Iratifiiated throcghout the Old testament." Strange ! So translated ! 

^ 4t ifino* 8» trao6late<J. The very tnstances adaticed by thn Doctor to 

\. prove that it U so transla^tedj, prove that it is not so translated. Tba 

Jirsi instance is,.** Whom the judges shall condemn.'' It is not so trana- 

iated here. His second instance is, ** If I justify myself, my own mouth 

•• wiH' condemn- me." It is not so translated here. His third is, 

, •* Wilt vHfiM. condemn him that is most just." It is not so translated 

here. It is not so trapslated in any one of the instaiices mentioned by 

the Doctor. In all these instances the word is translated, not to mdke 

a fmncr, as our author affirms, but to condemn. They all prove, not 

wbfet they were adduced to prove, but the very reverse—rthey prova 

mBOI tbajttbe Doclot baa wilfu^ violated matter of fact, but they prov* 

. that be does not always think .when he writes, and that his bookjs not 

alwft) s consistent, either with itself or the Scriptures. 
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With regard to tbe <* strong" and <« harsh" laigai^ <^ 
the Westminster Divines, I would only rec(uest the candid 
reader to compare that language with the Scriptures referred 
to/sthd then say if the language of Scripture be not fuUy 
'as harsh as that of the Catechism. After quoting the Di* 
^vines' description of the sin and misery introduced by the 
ifall, Doctor B. 'exclaims, ** Thus are children initiated iaU> 
'^ the glad tidings of salvation^ and taught to love God and 
^* honour all men." The Doctor, no doubt, regarded tfaii 
' sentence as a fine stroke of. irony : but did he not knov« 
tfiat the disease is one thing, and the remedy another ? Did 
lie not know, that tbe description of our sin and misery it 
one thing, and *' the glad tidings of salvation" are another ? 
•^HBind that teaching " to love God and to honoui all men," 
is another still ? Why does he confound things so different f 
But though these things are so different, and should not 
be confounded, they are not opposite, A description of 
our sin and misery is no way inconsistent with the glad 
tidings of salvation : on the contrary, the one presuppoaei 
the other. Were we not previously convinced of our sin 
and misery, the good news of the Gospel would not be re* 
garded as glad tidings at all. The Westminster Divinet 
a>e not like those unskilful physicians, censured by tbe Al- 
mighty— physicians who heal the wound of the daught^ itf 
■ liis people slightly, s^ing, '* Peace, peace, when there it 
**'no peace." The Westminster Divines, like skilful snr* 
j^eons, first probe the wounds of sin, and then apply to them 
the healing balm of the Kedeemer^s blood. Doctor B.i 
breaking through bis irony, and blending literal with figura- 
tive language, alleges that the description of our original 
sm,dejpravity, and misery, given by the Westminster Divines, 
is calculated to counteract the affectionate invitation of 
their gracious Lord, <« Suffer little children to come unto 
** me) and forbid them not* for of such is the kingdom of 
" heaven." Now, I confess my«^elf utterly ata loss to knotr, 
liDW such a (Ascription can possibly cotmteract tfuc^ an 
wrvitation. The greater the depravity and guilt of children, 
the greater necessity, I should think, to bring them to Jesus 
Christ the Saviour. On the oofttrary ; if they have no de- 
pravity nor gwilt at all, what necessity- to bring them at ali t 
A Socinian or Arian tnight reason thus : Jesus Christ came 
into the world to save sinners : but my child is no sinner ; 
and therefore Jesus Christ did not come into the woiid to 
nave it ; consequently, I need not bring It to Jesus Christ \ 
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Agai|i: Jesus Christ came to seek and save that which ,watj, 
loiit: batuiy child is not lost; therefore Jesus Chriat did 
not \ come to save it ; coQsequentty, I need not bfi^g it to 
Jesus Christ 1 Qnce more : Jesus Christ came to. save 
firom the wrath to come : but my child is not a child of^ 
wrath J therefore, Jesus Christ did not come to say^ it ; and 
consequently, I .need not bring it to Jesus Christ I I will 
liot Bu0br my little children to come to the Reedemer. I.^ 
•ee no need. . They are not sick ; and therefore have^. 
DO need of Jesus as a physician ! They are not sio^ 
Ders ,; and therefore have no need of Jesus as, a,. Savi* 
9VX ! They are not defiled ; and therefore have no 
need of the fountain opened for sin^^nd uncleanne^s ! In , 
a word ; the little children of Socjnians and Arians will ret 
quire a^separate apartment in. heaven; for they cannot joiA 
the general assembly in their song, of praise—'^ Unto hUlu 
'* that loved us, and washed us from our sins, in bi^ own. 
** blo9d — to him be glory , and dominion for ever and ever* 
**Amen." 

Doctor B. asserts, that the little children brought to our 
8ayiour» were the children of Pagans or Jews, neither bap«-. 
tized nor converted. How does he know this ? He doeif 
not know it -at all. The probability is, that the facts wei# , 
the very reverse of his statement. It is quitp improbable 
that the children were Pagans, for the Redeemer waa . . 
preaching the Gospel, not to Pagans « but to Jews in. the. 
coast of Judea beyond the Jordan. That thp children were i 
not baptized, is equally improbable^ It is in the highest., 
degree probable, that the parents were believing Jews* 
Hwl, they been unbelievers, they would not have brought ; 
their children to th^ Redeemer to receive a bleasiqg. It is 
al$o highly probable that the .children were previously b^p^ 
ti2:ed. The very first ordinance to which believing parenta- 
would naturally bring their children, would be th^ initiating, 
ordiriance of baptism. That 'the children were not con- 
verted, but vessels of wrath, is a gratuitous assumption,, 
still more improbable than the preceding. Notwithstandii^ 
aU these improbabilities, the Doctor makes his assertioua . 
with as mucn dogmatic assurance as if delivering oracl^. 
Indeed, his general manner showsi that he calculates large^ > 
ootfae implicit faith of his hearers. 

To render the doctrine of original sin as shoplpog ,9^ . 
poasibte, Dr. B. exclaims thus : (p. 20J) " With what feel... 
*< iny of horror and disgust, as well as pity, must a parent 
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•• who really believes this doctrin' , behold his child^ wbem 
**he presents him for baptism, at.d hears him denounced as 
*« a child of wrath, under the curse of God, and heir only 
*« of hell fire!" Answer. The believing parent, whilst 
presenting his child in the ordinance of baptism, is fiUed 
with feehngs of love, and gratitude, and joy, whilst, afler 
contemplating, with deep humility, his child's lost state by 
natore, the eye^ofhis faith is directed to the blood and water 
which issued from the pierced side of his crucified R^ 
deemer — blood for justification, and water for sanctifica- 
tion. His eye affects his heart, whilst he contemplates that 
^i^ter which symbolically represents, not only pardon 
through the Redeemer's blood, but regeneration through 
his blessed spirit. With feelings of inefiable gratitude and 
joy, he^ draws water out of the wells of salvation ; he pleads 
the promises of the Gospel in behalf of his infant ofispring 
—■that God would pour water upon the thirsty, and floods 
upon the dry ground — that he would pour his spirit upon 
his seed, and his blessing upon his ofispring— that God 
would be his God, and the God of his seed. Whilst be 
thus pleads the promises, and anticipates the eternal felicity 
of himself and his offspring, so far from being filled with 
feelings of horror and disgust, he rejoices with joy unspeak- 
able and full of glory. 

The Doctor proceeds : ** What respecter reverence can 
** a child feel for a parent, who is a bondman of Satan> 
«* utterly opposed to every thing that is spiritually good ?" 
I answer. For such a parent he cannot feel so much rever- 
ence as for a pious parent, a child of God— and what then ? 
Let such a parent flee from the wrath to come. Let him 
repent of his wickedness and pray God, if perhaps the 
thoughts of his heart may be forgiven him, that he may 
escape from the snare of the Devil, and be no longer led 
captive by him at his will. Becoming a child of God by 
faith, and a favourite of heaven, he is entitled to ipore 
respect, and will obtain more respect from . his own chil- 
dren. 

The Doctor goes on with his interrogatories thus : — 
** With what distrust, aversion, and glopmy horror, must the 
•• parents themselves view each other during life, who% 
•* inclined to all evil, and tainted in every action and senti- 
ment with corruption — with what anguish and despair at 
the hour of death?" Answer. — Let such wicked pa- 
rents forsake their ways, and such unrighteous parents their 






169 

thoughts, and let them reiatn unto the Lord and he will 
have mercy upon them, and to our God, who will abund- 
antly pardon. Let them look unto the Redeemer and be 
saved. Their distrust will then be turned into confidence 
— their aversion into love — their gloomy horror into the a»-. 
surance of hope — and their anguish and despair into happi- 
ness and joy. 

The last two questions I might have answered more 
briefly by asking another, viz : What bearing have such 
questions on the doctrine of original sin ? Answer. — ^Nonb 

AT ALL. 

The Doctor goes on : " What encouragement have pa- 
*' rents to bring up their children in the nurture and admo* 
**mtion of the Lord, if they think them irreversibly doom- 
" ed to damnation ?" Answer. — No parent in his right 
mind ever thought that his children were irreversibly doom- 
ed to damnation. But what are we to think of that Divine 
who is capable of putting such a question. 

The Doctor proceeds : ** How can young people remem- 
*« ber their Creator without hatred and terror, who has 
** brought them into existence only to be vessels of wrath ?" 
Answer. — Their Creator never brought any people into 
existence only to be vessels of wrath. Quaere : Do such 
foul insinuations bear no resemblance to calumny ? 

The Doctor persists : "There was some consistency, at 
** least, in those fanatics who renounced matrimony for fear 
** of such consequences." Answer. — ^There was no con- 
sistency — such consequences being only bugbears conjured 
up by the fertile imagination of Doctor' B., and those 
fanatics to which he refers. All parents are encouraged 
to believe, and then the promise is to them and to their 
seed. 

The Doctor again asks, (p. 202) (<Are not such doc- 
<* trines the source of those gloomy thoughts which distract 
** so many pious souls ? Do they not deter many from cul- 
*< tivating or crediting religion, and harden them in infide- 
lily and iniquity ? May we not fear that they impel many 
*< to hurry on their own fate, rather than endure the despon- 
<* dence, agitation, and torment of mind with which they 
" are doomed to await it ?" Answer. — Sueh is not the na- 
tive tendency of the doctrines. Though, in some instances, 
such doctrines may be so abused, that is no argument 
agttinst them. To argue against any thing from its abuse, 
is not logic, but sophistry. If soothing men's minds, calm- 
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ing tbeir feats, and lulling theif consciences to deep* btef 
meritorious actions, Arian divines deserve great praise; 
Bat what should we think of that watchman, who, when the 
robber is wrenching the door, or the flames burstiug* from 
the window, should dissipate all fear by the pleasing intel- 
ligence, «* AU is well — a fine morning /'* How much more 
faithful would we regard that watchman, who, without 
ceremony, and with a voice like thunder? should immedi- 
ately vociferate — Fibb ! Fibe ! The horrid sound might 
injure some weak nerves. In a state of trepidation, one 
might break his arm, and another his leg. These are unfbr- 
tanate circumstances, it is true, and much to be deplored ; 
but not so deplorable as the fate of those, who, lulled to 
sleep by their treacherous watchman, fall a prey to the de- 
vouring element, or perish by the hand of the midnight 
assassin. 

The Doctor ~ introduces a confused mass of heterogene- 
ous matter relative to the divine decrees. That God could 
jiot decree the fall without infringing the free agency, of 
Adam, has never yet been proved, and, I am cx>nviDced, 
never will. Whenever our opponents reconcile the fall 
with divine foreknowledge, we will reconcile it with divine 
decrees. For farther remarks connected with this subject 
we refer our readers to a subsequent part of this treatise, 
when divine decrees will be more formally discussed, and 
the distinction between God's will of command and will of 
decree explained and established. 

" It is agreed," says the Doctor, •* that Adam's trans- 
'* gression and guilt became ours only by imputation." 
Answer — There never was any such agreement. We are 
reaUy guilty before God imputes guUt ; for his judgment is 
always according to truth. Our author then asks, *< Did 
this imputation find ns sinners or make us so ?"* This 



* In the theological discourses of the Rev. James Tho'mpsoDj of 
Quarrelwood, Scotland, a work which contains an immense fund of 
accurate information on the most important doctrines of leUgiob — ^in 
a foot-note (Vol. i. p* 74) we find the following assertion :—" It is not 
'< then God's imputing act that makes them guilty ; but that act by 
*^ which he constituted Adam their moral head.'' This senience 
shows how difficult it is to form accurate ideas, or to express one's self 
accurately on so abstruse a subject. I entirely dissent from this acute 
and discriminating Dirine. God'9 act-in making Adam our moral head 
could not possibly nuJce lu guilty, JVb act of God could make us 
s^iiiltv. otherwise God would be the author of sin* I believe an man- 
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[ qpQstimf^nd tiie former assertion^ 4ure 4a<$oo9steni with 

m^ iO^er, wd mtttuidly destroy each other *, for if by im- 

p\^^tioo idooe we: hecome sipnerEf, we were not sinners be- 

! ' tore, -aiHi 't^uMefore imputati<m could qaotfind us smners* 

I Thenqm^^oU) r therefore, being inconsisteqt with the previ- 

1* ous statement, is absurd, and' shows great want of discri^ 

I MQatiOD-hi the querist. If imputation found us sinners, 

I ibhe DooAof> declares that imputation was unnecessary. 

•What! «fifiec6«Miry / If so, it is minecessary to impute 

Aeflio a Baanwhom we have found stealing, or burglary to 

9- 'man who. is found guilty of housebrefLking ! But our 

IMithor 4eMs «■> that if koputatic^ found us sinners, imputa- 

^4Hi' was unnecessary. Why ? ^« We n^ight have perished 

"ibyow own sins." But how twie.cpiild have perished by 

iHiff.owo sttSy if those sins 4>ad^ot .bei^n imi^iited to us, wiU 

require all the talents and ingenuity of Doctor B. to explain. 

TJhe Doctor proceeds: <* If it- 'found mep .innocent and 

<'fiiade them sinners* then it .was the.camse of their sins, 

**>'aild Ood was. the author of them. Again — If it found 

^ lis free from sin, the imputatioA ijva^ false, char^^ing those 

^< with sin whom it did not find «inners, and God condemned 

'^ men on account of his own ialse imputation. Pardon 

^< the expression ; for it is imp<>s8ible to treat of these mon- 

-*<«itcQOs positions without contradictioi;i and blasphemy." 

Moiislrous ^positions indeed I-r-^aud sufficiently interlarded 

with contradiction and blasp^BUy ! but they are his own 

positions — the contradiction .his own**— the blasphemy hjig 

own — we disclaim them in Mo. :l ax^ j^lad, however, to 

find him on his knees beggii^ pardon. He would do well 

to beg pardon, not only of his shearers, and his readers, but 

.of his God, whose majesty he has insulted by such contra- 

^ctpry and blasphemous statements. Imputation neither 

finds men innocent, nor makes them sinners. Dr. B. should 

have studied imputation before he opposed it. 

Dr. Bruce proceeds to ask, (p. 206) «* But why should 
*^ we be answerable &r only one transgression? If our 



kind ftre gailty of Ad^m^t first sin, audi believe the guilt of that Bin 
is imputed to them. I believe these facts, but I cannot explain them. 
I belieye these facts, because the Scripture staie* them, and because it 
would ifivoWe the greatest absurdity to dtn^ them. If they had not 
been gt<ti[(ly of . Adam'4. first sin, God would soot liavp oondemned the 
Whole human family to death for it. God oe^er condemns the in- 
nocent. 
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** guilt arises from the guilt of Adam, it must be aggravated 
** by all his offences ; and if we suffer the consequent cor- 
<« ruption of his nature, the penalty of his transgressions* 
<< should we not also enjoy the benefit of his repentance and 
<^ subsequent obedience ? If we sinned in our federal head* 
<* we must have repented also.'* 

Answer — After Adam committed his first sin, he ceased 
to be our representative ; and therefore it is, that we can 
neither be charged with his subsequent sins, nor enjoy the 
benefit of his subsequent repentance. By Adam's first sin 
the Covenant of works was broken, and Adtun ceased to be 
our representative. A new covenant, the covenant of grace, 
was immediately proclaimed* in which covenant our blessed 
Redeemer represents all his spiritual seed. To all these 
(not the repentance qfAdam, but)<^->the obedience of Je^va 
Christ is imputed for righteousness. 

Dr. B. exclaims, <* How strange and paradoxical is it« 
^' that while Grod is forgiving our own sins, he should con- 
" demn us for the offences of another !*' — Answer — ^How- 
ever strange and paradoxical it may seem, it is a fact* 
Still stranger, it is a fact admitted by Dr« B. himself. He 
has fiilly admitted that the whole human j&milj are con- 
demned to death for the sin of Adam^=-^and wEat is still more 
strange and paradoxical, that they are aU condemned to die 
for a crime of which they are perfectly innocent ! Surely 
this is strange and paradoxical indeed ! There are no sucA 
jparadoxes in the Calvinistic scheme. 

Doctor B. is generally carefiil to exhibit, in as frightfiil a 
form as possible, the difficulties of the system he opposes, 
whilst he studiously conceals those of his own. We fi*e- 
quently find him proposing, but seldom answering, objec- 
tions. In this he shows a good deal of generalship. After 
proposing an immense number of objections to the Calvin- 
istic doctrine of original sin, at the close of his sermon he 
proposes to answer one, and states it thus : ** But it has 
<< been asked, is not the doctrine of original sin necessary 
*' to account for the existence of sin ? How else came it 
" into the world ? I answer by another question. How did 
" original sin take place ? Was it by the corruption of 

* When I say, // is afacl^ I mean, It is a fact, that we are condemn- 
ed (not for the offences^ as the Doctor erroneously states, bttt) for the 
offence of another. Neither Scripture nor CalTinism represents us as 
condennned for any offonce of Adam but ancn 
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^'^dam'^jdaUure? This will npt be pretended," &c. This 
QbJQCtipQ is .erroneously stated, and as weakly answered. 
Y^,d0.not ask, '< Is not the doctriae of original sin necessary 
**,to account tor t\^e exUtence of sin." This would be an 
absjurd question. But we ask, Is not the doctrine of origi- 
nal^n n^ce^ary to accooiit for the universal prevaJlence of 
sin and corruption ? We do not ask, *^ How else came it 
**. into the world ?" This would be absurd — ^but we ask, 
How .else has it spread so widely that none have ever es- 
caped its contagion ? Such is the real objection ; let us 
now attend to iSe Doctor's answer — ^It is this : " I answer ^ 
** by another question, How did original sin take place ? 
Was it by the corruption of Adam's nature ?" 

This ia the old exploded answer of Dr. Taylor — an answer 
which President Edwards has triumphantly exposed, as com- 
pletely weak and unphilosophioal. 

-Because all men capable of moral agency sin, we infer a 
universal propensity to sin — a universal depravity, and cor- 
ruption of nature. No general law was ever better establish- 
ed than this, the law of gravitation itself not excepted. How 
do we know that all heavy bodies .gravitate towards the 
centre ? We know it, and can prove it only by an induc- 
tion of particulars. We know, that in every instance in 
which a stone or heavy body has been projected into the 
air, it has uniformly returned to the surface of the earth. 
Hence we infer, that all heavy bodies gravitate towards the 
centre. In this manner the law of gravitation is satisfac- 
torily established. And yet, it must be acknowledged, that 
the induction of particulars from which the law is inferred, is 
far from being complete. With regard to thousands and 
millions of stones and other heavy bodies, it has never been 
tried whether they would return to the surface or not. The 
law of sin and death is much better established. Every son 
and daughter of Adam, (^noch and Elias excepted) from 
the creation of the world down to the age in which we 
live, have died. Hence we infer. That aU men are mortal. 

, Again : Every son and daughter. ojT Adam, as soon as ca- 
pable of moral agency, have sinned ; and hence we infer— ^ 
Thai all 7(ien.are depraved — that there is in all mankind an 
original and inherent prapensUp to «in.— Thus, it appears, 
that this original inherent propensity to sin, or, in other 
words, this oi:;iginal depravity of nature, is proved by evi- 
dence stronger, if possible, than that by which the law of 
gravitation is established. — ^The law of gravitation k estab- 

*51 
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lished by a partial induction ; but the depravity of our n»* 
ture, by a universal induction of facts. Now, how do our 
opponents, Dr. Taylor, Dr. Bruce, &c. answer this reason^- 
ing ? Why, they tell us, that if the "universal prevalence to 
sin proves an original propensity to sin, in like manner, 
Adam's first sin proved in him a iUnilar propensity ; — ^that 
is to say — one fact is sufficient to prove a general law, as 
well as a universal induction of fact ! Such is the philoso- 
phy of that Divine, who regards his neighbours as fanatics, 
enthusiasts, and bigots. Such is the reasoning by which 
Socinian and Arian writers think to run down the doctrine 
of original depravity — a doctrine founded on the clearest 
dictates both of experience and Divine Revelation. 
' To such of my readers as may feel still disposed to reject 
the doctrine of original sra, I would put a few^questions : 
Did Adam eat forbidden fruit ? and do not we eat forbidden 
fruit ? Do we not in ten thousand instances commit those 
sins which God's pure and holy law forbids ? — Again : Did 
Adam fly from the presence of the Lord ? and do not iw 
also fly from his presence ? do we not frequently feel an 
aversion to secret prayer, and other ordinances, through the 
medium of which we are admitted to the high honour of 
holding intercourse and communion with God ? — Once 
more ; Did Adam and Ike form apologies for their con- 
duct ? Did Adam blame Ike, and JEt?e the Serpent ? And 
do not we form ten thousand apologies for our crimes ? Are 
we not apt to blame our neighbours, and every thing around 
us, rather than ourselves ? — Finally ; Did Adam and Eve 
sew fig leaves to conceal their nakedness ? And are not we 
prone to think, that the patchwork robe of our own righte- 
ousness — our penances, our pilgrimages, our prayers, our 
tears, our alms, &c. will be perfectly sufficient to render us 
acceptable in the sight of God ? Instead of submitting to 
God's righteousness, do we not go about to establish our 
own righteousness, forgetting that Jesus Christ is the end of 
the law for righteousness to every one that believeth ? In 
a word : Do we not bear the iwMge of Adam ? Are not his 
features strongly marked in our character ? With what 
face can we plead freedom from his guilt, whilst we con- 
tinue to homologate his crimes ? If we say we are perfect, 
we prove ourselves perverse. — If we attempt to justify oub- 
selves, our own mouths vnll condemn us. Were we to takd 
snow water, and wash ourselves ever so white, yet theAir 
mighty would plunge us in the ditch, and our own clofhee 
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would tLbhor us. — ^Let every son of apostate Adam prostrate 
biinself before the throne of grace, confessing,|with David* 
** Behold, I was shapen in iniquity, and in sin did my mother 
** conceive me'' — and praying with the same penitent, 
" Create in me a clean heart, O God, and renew a right 
<* spirit within me." Im behalf of myself, my opponent, 
and all my readers, I would humbly and fervently pray — 
That as we have all borne the image of the earthly, so we 
may bear the image of the heavenly Adam. Amen. 



CHAPTER VII. 

PredeatinoHon. 
SECTION I, 

The Chrace of God distinguishing. 

This doctrine has been attacked of late, not only by Dr 
B., but by a variety of eminent Arminian Divines of the 
Establishment. In this combined attack, the learned Bishop 
of Down and Connor leads the van, and the celebrated 
Doctors, Millar and Graves, bring up the rear. To attempt 
a defence against such formidable assailants may appear 
presumptuous. Possessing, however, as I verily believe, 
the vantage ground of truth, I do not despair of ultimate 
success. I shall endeavour to give a reason of the hope 
that is in me with meekness and fear. 

In all our inquiries, whether scientific or religious, our 
wisest mode of procedure undoubtedly is, to advance fiom 
the consideration of those truths which are more plain, to 
the investigation of those which are more difficult. Keep- 
ing this wise maxim in our eye, were we able to ascertain 
what is the divine procedure respecting man in time> we 
might easily ascertain what were the divine designs from 
aU eternity. Creation and Providence are the best com- 
mentary on the divine decrees ; for << God executeth his 
*' decrees in the works of creation and providence." Let 
Q8 first inquire^ What does God actually do? in order to 
ascertain what from eternity he intended to do. That the 
Daity does nothing without previous intention and design^ 
every person who believes in his existence must grant ; and 
lh{tt none of the divine designs or purposes are formed in 
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time, but that they were til ibrined firom etemity, few, I 
presume, will venture to deny. Were we for a^OQfnei^'to 
floftpose, that CU>d forms any new design or purpose, we 
most at the same time deny his immutahilitjF — we must at 
the same time ^dmit the blasphemous conclusion, that there 
is in the divine mind *< variableness or shadow of turnkig.'' 
If, then, we wish to ascertain the eternal purposes or de- 
crees of God''^ concerning sinners of our family» we >uiat 
previously answer tins question, What is his conduottaw«rd» 
thetn now in time ? How does he now treat them ? If he 
makes any distinctions tiow i» timd he must have determin- 
ed and decreed from all eternity to make those distinctions. 
This is a position which n& intelligent person will venture 
to controvert. That distinctions exist now, and that dis- 
tinctions will exist hereafter, is acknowledged by all who 
believe the 'Bible. That the world is distributed into two 
great classes, believers and unbelievers, penitent and impe- 
nitent, righteous and wicked, or sheep and goats ; and that 
the Whole human family witt be so divided at the judgment 
of the great day, all Christians admit. Now, the great ques- 
tion is, Who makes this distinction ? Is it God, or the arem- 
ture? When one man believes, repents, and reforms* 
whilst another remains in unbelief, impenitence and wicked- 
ness. Who makes the difference ? Is it .the believer him- 
self, or is it God ? A proper answer ;to this question, I 
humbly conceive, would settle the whole controversy be- 
tween the Calvinist and the Arminian. If man makes the 
difference, the Arminian is right ; if God makes the differ- 
ence, the Calmnist is right. Whether the first movements 
ii^ faith and repentance are from God or the creature, accord- 



** Our author asserts, that it was infinitely absurd to mizzle ourselves 
about the divine decrees, and that, as the subject iiseli has never been 
revealed, it 'cannot be our duty to s^tudy it. Now, my dear Doctor, if 
you and I have never puzzled ourselves about the divine decrees— if 
we have never studied the subject — is it not infinitely absurd to preach 
and write upon it, and to expect the public to attend our sermons, and 
lead our treatises ? That our author has never puzzled himself about 
the divine decrees — that he has never studied the subject, is abundantly 
evident. We have already heard him asking, whether the decree that 
ipan siiould fall, originated before or after the fall. In his sermon on 
mysteries, (and a very^ mysterious sermon it is,) he speaks of that 
pdrt of the economy of grace, which was planned before uhrist appear- 
ed in ^e world. A part, of course, was planned after bis appearance 
-nliliKt, if there are any new thoughts or plant in the mind of the Deity, 
i^Jiat .his^mnes of hit inunutability ? £y representiog the decreet of the 
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ing to Ike judicious statement of the late talented Modera- 
tor of the Synod of Ulster, the Rev. Heary Cooke, is the 
great cardinal point in debate. If the first movements m 
faith and repentance are from God, the Oalvinist is right ; 
if from the creature, he is wrong* Arminians maintain thai 
God has put salvation in the power of all— that if they make 
a proper improvement of the talents they possess, they shall 
infallibly arrive at faith, repentance, and salvation. Now 
this system, however plausible at first sight, appears to me 
totally subversive of the grace of God. If all men are 
brought into « salvable state, and if all have talents, which 
if they improve they- shall be saved ; when one man im- 
proves his talents and is saved, and another neglects them 
and is condemned ; and when the question is put to the 
maD who is saved, Who made thee to differ ? May he not 
boldly reply — Mtsblf ? For this difference I am no way 
indebted to the grace of God, but wholly to my own exer- 
tions. My neighbour, who is now suffering the vengeance 
of eternal fire, was precisely in the same situation with my- 
self — he enjoyed the same means — ^he possessed the same 
talents — ^but he did not improve them, and therefi>re is mis- 
^;able ;. whilst I improved mine, and therefore am^happyl 
I ask my reader, Is not this to exclude the grace oT~Gad« 
and to leave .ample^ound of boasting to the creature ? 

The Apostlerepniifmtfi it as a thing g^aie unreasonable 
and absurd, to suppose that one man should make himself 
to differ from another, with regard to the miracuUma gifU 
qfthe Spirit. I ask, Is it not still more unreasonable and 



Almighty as secret, belonging purely to God, and not revealed to ui, 
he proves clearly that be has not studied the subject ; for God has re- 
irealed many of his purposes. He has revealed them by creation, by 
providence, and by hiswqrd. I know that God decreed from all eter-/^ 
nity to create the world, to govern the world, and to judge the world. 
I know he decreed whatever I know he has done ; and I know he de- 
creed whatever he has told me he will do. Those decrees which hati9 
neither been revealed by creation, providence, nor scripture, belong 
. purely to God himself; but those which are revealed belong to us and 
to our children. Of revealed truths, the I^octor says, (p. 63,) **Soma 
<» are merely speculative, others are calculated to in^uence our prao- 
<* tice. It is evident, that these last are the truths which are said to 
<< belong to as and to our children.^' So then only a part of the 
(ruths of divine revelation belong to us and to our children. Ts not 
this deism ? or at least semi-deism. In attempting to explode the doc- 
trine of predestination, our author resorts to his usual stratagem by 
involviug the subject in clouds and darkness. 






«biOffd, to suppose tbatone man sbduU laake hmmU to 
diCer from ^aotheff with refrjurd^lo ifffaat is tncompaiaU/ 
moie,excellent--^Aa |[rac€«^^ Spirk. The .Attakma 
UMikos faimself to differ mth regard to the .ginoos of ;the 
flfirit of God. '>fiy : perBeyeein^ ia prayer, and oter duties^ 
ho.obtains faith, repentance, and o^r graces ; :aiid ihtis 
makes ^mself to dififer from his unbelieving neif^i^ars. 
IBw this difierettce he is in debt, not to the grace df God» 
but to jns own exertions. His principles leave room for 
mnch greater pride and boasting than those of the prond 
Fjmisee. The Pharisee acknowledged) that it was God 
that fmade him to dilBTer : ** God, I thstnk thee that I vm not 
^H«0joth«r men— *or even as this publican.^' — fEiie Anni* 
oimifoan) in consistency with his own princtpkajj^mke ao.. 
auohi acknowledgment. The con^tent language of bis 
pnayer woutd run thus : Thanks to myself, I am not asothor 
umi — ^I am not unbelieving, impenitent, nor wicked ! His 
ifstem} as I said before, entirely excludes the grace of Qod. 
Iknowhoidenies Ito eonidusipn ; hut he cannot iMroid it. 
liot us hear his defence. I shall give it in the words of Dr. 
Graves, the Regius Professor of Divinity in Dublin €ollege» 
and Ghamplain to his Excellency the Lord Lieutenast : 
^< In our accepting," says the learned Doctor (Calvinistia 
Predestination, p. 448,) *« this oflfer of mercj, is l^re any 
♦• thing whereof to boast ? Will the condemAed criminal 
'< boast of his accepting of, and rejoicing in, a reprieve, 
*' rather than in b^ing led to an ignominious death ? — wfli 
«* the unhappy being, sinking under a pestilential diseasi^,- 
** boast of his accepting a cure from that Great Physician, 
^ whom thousands around Mm hail as tiie preserver of tiieir 
" lives ? — will the prisoner, plunged in a dark and loath* 
'* some dungeon, when his chains are loosened, and the 
*' gate ttex>wn open which confined ^m from the light of 
♦* heaven, boast, because he walks forth to liberty and life ?*' 
This reasoning is, I confess, extremely plausible. It seems 
to vindicate the grace of God, and to exclude boasting on 
the part of man. A few observations, however) will show, 
that it is quite inconclusive, and altogether unsatisfactory. 
The following question will expose the fallacy : Had God 
left all mankind to perish without any cure, toitkoui any rs* 
prieocy without ever loosening their chains, or opening the 
gate rf their prison: — ^in a word; had he suffered all to 
perish without ever putting salvation in their power, would 
he have acted justly, or unjustly ? Arminians, Socinianss 
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snd^A^i^s, ail mdtitiufi) tfant it^would beunjusiiiv'GM td 
eotid^n any mfisiii if salTatfon were- not in his powen TlNt 
Itorned Professor hhnself considers it not ^ only incoiilffitini 
Willi the jttsttce of God, but with ^' the whole tenor of tho 
"* divine attributes and goremment." — Of course, it w«s ail 
act of^».»{ice, and not oi grace, to put man into a saiyabhl 
state; According to the Amiinian system v if God broitiglft 
us into being at aU, he was obliged in justice to ofibr us a 
reprieve — ^he was obliged in junHee to qffer us a cm<e*Mlll 
was obliged m justice to loosen our chains, and to set^opidft 
our prison doors. AU these, according to Arminian' ptii^ 
ciples, were acts ofjustice^, and not of grace. Of course^ 
we need not tliank the Deity for doing any of these things. 
We need not thank hint for doing that which his jusHtm 
obliged him to do, and which it would have been unjust not 
fo do. Thus the Arminian scheme certs up by the roota, 
and entirely excludes the grace of God. TJiere is no grao* 
in the/oundotton of the Arminian system c there is do grae« 
in the superHructure: there is no grace in anppartqfth$ 
huUding, It is the very reveras&of the system* laid down in 
the Bible. The Scripture system is a system of graea. 
lihe foundation is of grace : the auperstructmre is of grace : 
and when the top stone is brought fortb, it will be with 
" shoutings of Grace, Grace unto it." God's purposes 
towards his people ate purposes of grace : his covenant is 
a covenant of grace : the electk>n of bis people is an elec- 
tion of grace : their calling is a calling of grace : they ara 
saved and called with a holy calling, not according to tiieir 
works, but according to bis purpose and grace, &c. — ^They 
are justified by grace, adopted by grac^, sanctified by grace, 
preserved by grace, and saved by grace. We Calvinisti 
believe, that it would ha;ve been just in God to leave tlM 
whole human family to perish, as he has actually left apos^ 
tate angels. We conceive that the Deity was under no obli- 
gations to save the one class of beings rather than the other. 
We believe that it is wholly owing to the sovereign distin- 
guishing grace of God, that we are " prisoners of hope^^* 
whilst fallen angels are ^' reseroed in chains of darkness*** 
We are convinced that God was undw no obligation, either 
to provide or offer us a Saviour. We adore his unmerited 
grace, and exclaim with the Apostle, ** Thanks*be to God 
•« for his unspeakable gift I" 

Our Arminian brethren entertain different ideas. — ^They 
imagine, that if we are brought into being at all, we canmac 
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be justly abandoned to ^i^rish withoat remedy. The con- 
sequence is, though they do not perceive it> that even the 
ghing of Chd's own Son is not an act of grace* but of jua^ 
tice ! Had God not sent his Son, but abandoned us all to 
irremediable and unavoidable misery, the Arminian maii^ 
tains he would have treated us unjustly. From these pre* 
mises the impious conclusion unavoidably follows, That we 
have no right to thank God for his unspeakable gift \ — ^That 
we have no reason to praise him, either for providing or 
offering a Saviour ! To provide a remedy, according to 
Arminians, Socinians, and Arians, was no act of grace, but 
a debt : for it would have been unjust in God, according to 
them, to permit us to perish without a remedy ! The truth 
is, that the atonement of Jesus Christ, according to the 
Arminian scheme, seems rather to be an atonement for the 
injury God has done to us, than for the sins we have com- 
mitted against him I Arminians seem to regard our state 
by nature, as a state of great hardship ; and the benefits of 
redemption, as a kind of compensation for the injuries which 
we innocently suffer by the fall. They bring the Deity into 
this dilemma — that he must either not bring us into exists 
ence ; or, if he do bring us into existence, that he must 
bring us into a salvable state, and grant us some privileges 
to counterbalance and compensate the evils to which we 
have been innocently exposed ! Dr. Graves (p. 392) writes 
thus : ** Now, if the infant who expires before he has con»- 
*• mitted any crime, be condemned because of Adam's sin, 
** or if he inherits a nature so irremediably corrupt, that on 
*• his arriving at maturity, present guilt and future perdition 
•* are to him unavoidable ; conferring on him such an exis- 
*« tence, seems. irreconcileable with the whole tenor of the 
** divine attributes and government described in the Scrip* 
** ture, as, I trust, has been shown in the preceding di&- 
** courses."* 



* In a still more explicit manner, Mr. M'Affee, another defender of 
the Arminian system, writes as follows : (p. 24,) * As a consequence 
*♦ of the first transgression, all men are not only corrupted in their na- 
** lure, but are also subject to temporal death.— As an antidote to tb« 
** former, Christ is termed the true light that lighteth every man that 
** Cometh into the world. And to make compensation for the latter, a 
" decree is passed, through the atonement and resurrection of Christ, 
** which determines the resurrection of every man. In proof of tha 
•'latter proposition, I need only refer you, Sir, to 1 Cor. xv. where the 
♦ Apostle more than once tells us, that if the dead rise not^ then W 
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The native teideQcy of Aimimaii principles is to depre- 
ciate, supefsede, and make void the atonement. *^ Armi- 
«« nians in general," says President Edwards in his Inquiry, 
^ ere very inconsistent with themselves in what they say of 
^ the inability of fallen man in this respect They strenu- 
*' ously maintain, that it would be unjust in God to require 
^' any thing of us beyond our present power and ability to 
'* perform, and also hold» that we are now unable to per- 
** fimn perfect obedience, and that Christ died to satisfy for 
the imperfectioas of our obedience, and has made way 
that our imperfect obedience might be accepted instead 
«« of perfect : wherein they seem insensibly to run them- 
** selves into the grossest inconsistence. For (as I have 
** observed elsewhere) they hold, that God, in mercy to 
** mankind, has abohshed that rigorous constitution or law 
** that they were under originally ; and, instead of it, has 
** introduced a more mild constitution, and put us under a 
** new law, which requires no more than imperfect sincere 
*« obedience, in compliance with our poor, infirm, impp* 
** tent circumstances since the fall. Now, how can these 
*< things be made consistent ? I would ask, what law these 
*• imperfections.of our obedience are a breach of ? If they 
" are a breach of no law that we were ever under, then 
** they are not sins. And if they be not sins, what need of 
** Christ's dying to satisfy for them ? But if they are sins, 
** and the breach of some law, what law is it ? They can- 
'* not be a breach of their new law ; for that requires no 
*^ other than imperfect obedience, or obedience with im- 
<* perfections) and, therefore, to have obedience attended 



* Christ not raised. It appears to me that the Apostle's view of the 
M subject was slmpiy this : that as God, who is immutable in his desigBS, 
'* gave man a personal existence through Jesus Christ, and as that ex* 
^* istence is necessarily accompanied with privations which subject him 
<* to temporal death, so as a counterbalance to this, God, according to 
<< his goodness and justice, immutably purposed that all men should be 
M raised from the dead through Christ." — And again, (p. 13,) ^< As 
^ Christ died to give us a personal existence (accompanied with many 
'* privations, in consequence of the fall,) he has made ample provision 
'•» for every^ one, whereby these things are counterbalanced.'^ — Thus, 
the-benefitibf redemption, through Jesus X/hrist, are represented as a 
compeqsatioD for the privations we suffer — innocently suffer — ^in con- 
sequence of the fall ! Thus, the offended sovereign of heaven and 
' earth is represented^ in the work of our redemption, as giring compen* 
mtionfor damages^ €thd pdyingadebt ofjutHee^ to his rebel offspring, 
father ^ud dxn^ayinc. the iafintte riches of his grace aad fnercy I 

16 
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1^ *' with imperfections is no breach of it ; for it is as mdch 
i '' as it requires. And they cannot be a breach of their 

''old law ; for that, they say, is entirely alM^hed ; and 
'< we never were under it. They say, it would not be just 
^* in God to require of us perfect obedience, because it 
'' would not be just to require more than we <!an per* 
*^ form, or to punish us for failing of it. And) therefore, 
'^ by their own scheme, the imperfections of our obedi^ 
*^ ence do not deserve to be punished. What need, there* 
'* fore, of Christ's dying to satisfy for them ? What aeed 
'< of his suffering, to satisfy for that which is no fault ;, and, 
'* in its own nature, deserves no suffering ? What need of 
^' Christ dying to purchase, that our imperfect obedience 
'> should be accepted, when, according to their scheme* it 
«< would be unjust in itself, that any other obedience, than 
*« imperfect, should be required? What need of Christ's 
*' dying to make way for God's accepting such an obedi- 
*' ence, as it would be unjust in him not to accept ? Is 
'< there any need of Christ's dying to prevail with God not 
<Vto do uniighteously ? If it be said, that Christ died to 
*' satisfy that old law for us, that so we might not be under 
(' it, but that there might be room fop our being under a 
" more mild law ; still I would inquire, what need of 
*< Christ's dying, that we might not be under a law, which. 
<< (by their principles) it would be in itself ufl»)ust that we 
" should be under, whether Christ had died or no, because, 
«< in our present state, we are not able to keep it ?" Thus 
it appears that Arrainian principles make void the grace of 
God, supersede the atonement, and lead to Arianism or 
Socinianism. 

Doctor Millar, of Armagh, endeavours to retort the 
charge — he endeavours to convince his readers, that it is 
not the Arminian, but the Calvinistic system, that has thi 
tendency. In his Doctrines of Christianity, (p. 130,) he 
writes thus : " It was not unnatural, that when the zeal of 
'^ Calvinistical Protestants was no longer sustained by 
*' opposition, they should themselves recoil from the gloomy 
*' and terrible doctrine of the arbitrary decrees of God. 
^' Since Calvin, who seems to have been strongly actuated 
'* by the spirit of a leader of a sect, could yet acknowledge 
" that the doctrine which he taught, was a horrible decree, 
'' it may well be isupposed that, in a later period, when the 
"• zeal of his followers had been gradually moderated by 
< time and tranquillity, this doctrine should give offence to 
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<' Ihe reason of refl^tiog men, and ^ose them to iiudalge 
*^ theouielves without any restraint in qualifying the articles 
*^ of their faith, that they might form for themselves what 
*< they would denominate a rational religion. Nor was the 
*< pecuhar doctrine of Calvin free from a direct tendency 
*' to generate this corruption of the genuine principles of 
" the. Christian faith. . When human salvation was referred 
^^ to the arbitrary and irrespective decrees of God, the 
** second person of the Trinity was easily conceived to be 
*^ degraded irom the rank of a primary agent in the work 
** of redemption to that of a mere instrument in the execu- 
** tion of a preordained arrangement. Those who em-^ 
«^ braced this doctrine were accordingly disposed byjt to 
** attach less importance to the agency of the Son of God ; 
** and the transition was natural from a degraded opinion of 
** his agency to a degraded estimate of his nature and cha- 
" raet»." . 

Now, surely, no charge was ever more groundless than 
this. What I Must the Redeemer's character be conceived 
to be degraded, because he acted on a precuucertcd plan I 
How unreasonable the conception ! To act without a pre- 
vious {^an would be degrading to the meanest mechanic. 
Nor is it at all true* that Uiose who believe in a preordained 
fliraagement are disposed to attach less importance to the 
agency of the Son of God. The reverse is the fact. They 
attach to bis agency immensely more importance. Armi- 
oians maintain that the guilt which Jesus Christ expiated 
by his blood was only fnUe^ Calvinists almost universaUy 
maintain that it was it^tdte. As we therefore conceive, 
that the Kedeemer has performed an infinitely greater work, 
we attach w^mUHy greater importance to his agency. It is 
the Arminian, therefoie, that entertains a degraded opinion 
of the agency of the Redeemer \^ and Dr. Miliar assures 



* That Antitrinitarianism tends to degrade the merits of the Rt- 
deemer, and to exalt hvman merit, is evident from their writings. 
M And if God constituted the first man a federal head,'' says Mr. 
McAfee, ^ and had he continued faithful, I see no reason why his ^ 

** whole posterity, who would have been saved eternally by the imputa- 
<* tation of his righteousness, mieht not have sung, glory, hoRour, and 
** blessing, be ascribed to our »ther Adam for ever and ever." An 
Arminian sees uo reason why praises should not have been sung to | 

/ather Adam ; but a Calvinist sees every reason in the world. The ;1 

Calvinlst believes, that had father Adam continued to obey, not only ^ 

Aa commandmignt relative to the forbidden fniit, but aU the command- 
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UB) that ^' tile transition is natural from a degraded opinion 
<< of his agency to a degraded estimate of his character.^ 
The Arminian system, then, and not the Calyinisticy 
tends to Arianism, as the extract from Edwards fidly 
proves. 

The Doctor, however, persists in his attempt to snbstan* 
tiate his charge. He endeavours to prove it by facts. P. 
224, he writes thus; << If, to remove this miicertainty the 
<< Synod (of Ulster) should be. induced to recur to their 
'' ancient confession of faith, they wodd return to that, 
** which, as has already been exemplified in every instance, 
'* has naturally tended 'to pass into that very Arianism or 



1 ments of God ; not only for a few years, but fbr thousands of ages, he 
would have merited— ^'u«< noiMing at alL- When he had done aU he 
could, he would have been only an unprofitable servant — he weeld 
have only done what it was his duty to do. Were some Noblemaii to 
present a large estate to Mr. McAfee and his posterity for ever, on this 

; simple condition, that Mr. McAfee should retorn to the donor one 

i bat h sr^ c o m^ would- the AiI]&l«»«nt^of this conditton be so mmlMout^ as 

to entitle Mr. McAfee to the praises of bis posterity througjh all geDeita** 

; tions ? How absurd the idea ! And yet, there is an infinitely greatei 

t proportion between a barley-corn and the fee simple of a largo estate, 

i than between the obedience of Adam and the eternal happiness of the 

whole human family. In the fbrmer case, according to Galviniftie 

( ideae, the praises would be due, not to Mr. M'Afee, but lo iiis jsiod 

benefactor ; and in the latter — not to father Adam, but to bur Father 

in Beaven. Calvinists beliere, that the obedience, not only of Adam, 

but of all his posterity — nay, that the united obedience of all ther mefii 

on earth, and all the angels in heaven, can meeit nothing^j andtsilltlia 

2 same time they believe, that evety act of the Redeemer's obedience 
' was ir\finiiely meritorious. Had Adam continued in obedience,, and, 

in consequence of his perseverance, had the whole human family ^een 
confirmed in a state of holiness' and liappine^j his posteiityyacsdoisditiif 

* te Galvinistic ideas, would have attributed all to Vck»fredffMiDe ofO^di 

they would have felt no temptation to celebrate the praises of father 

^ Adam. So far from thinking with Mr. McAfee, that the obedience of 

i Adam would have been more meritorious than that of the Redeemer ! 

— they would have regrarded his obedience as having no merit at alL 

' Mr. M'Afee labours hard to prove, that the human family would have 

enjoyed much greater happiness had they never fallen, than iato be en- 
joyed through the mediation of Jesus Christ — he degrades the work orf 
redemption, and merits of the Redeemer, by sinking them into compa- 
rative insignificance. Calvinists, on the contrary, entertain a low op\>- 
nionof human merit; but high and exalted ideas of the merits of their 
Redeemer, and of the benefits of redemption-^they believe, that im- 
mensely more glory wiH redound to God, and happiness to his crea-. 
tureff, through the mediation of Jesus Christ, than would haveaccruecF 
from a permanent state of unsinnlng obedience.-^The reader nmy nnw 
judge whether it is the Galvinistic or Arminian system, that exhibits^ 
degrading views of the Redeemer's agency and character* 
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'' Socinianism, from which, in returning to it, they would 
endeavour to escape. What then would be gained by the 
change ? They would have abandoned a system, in which 
very various opinions are held at the same time, for ano- 
** ther, the natural tendency of which has actually shown 
** itself to be an alternate movement between the extremes 
" of Calvinistic trinitarianism, and of Arianism or Socini- 
" anism." 

In this paragraph the learned Doctor professes to reason 
irom facts : Why then does he not adhere to facts ? It is 
not a fact, that the confession of faith, or the Calvinism of 
that confession, has in every instance tended to pass into 
Arianism or Socinianism. Has the Westminster Confession 
in the Secession churchy tended towards Arianism or Socini- 
anism ? No : — there is not in that church a single Arian 
or Socinian. Has the Westminster Confession, in the lU' 
Jvrmed Presbyterian church, tended towards Arianism or 
Socinianism ?. It has no^.-^-There is not in that church 
one single Arian or Socinian. Dr. Millar should be better 
acquainted with facts before he begins to reason from them. 
He should beware of stating as facts things which are not 
facts at all. It is a fact honourable to the Westminster 
* Confession, that in every instance, in this country, where 
subscription to that formula has been required, it has proved 
a bar to the introduction of Arianism. Another fact equally 
honourable to the Confession is, that Arianism made little 
or no progress in the Synod of Ulster, till that barrier was 
removed — till subscription to that Confession ceased to be 
required. 

The last fact I shall mention, and one highly honourable 
to the Westminster Confession, is, that in no country in tha 
world do *' Sound doctrine and the power of godUness*^ 
-more prevail, than in that couniry where Presbyterianism 
and Calvinism, as taught in that Confession, are the estab- ^ 
lished religion of the state. What country on the face of 
this globe can bear a comparison with Scotland, either for 
orthodoxy or morality ? So much for the charge of Dr. 
Millar, That the Calvinism of the Westminster Confession ^ 
has a tendency towards Arianism. What system it is that 
has euch a tendency, the reader is now left to judge. 

16* 
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SO^CTION il. 

Of Free Ageaey. 

The whole controversy between Arminians arid Galvimsts 
originates, I humbly conceive, in a misunderstanding witb 
respect to free agency. It is generally imagined, that Oal* 
vinists deny the free agency of man ; but this is a gross 
mistake. The Oalvinist, as well as the Arminian, grantar, 
that if man were not free, he could not be accountable. 
The Oalvinist, as well as the Arminian, grants that man is 
a voluntary agent, and, when subject to no external restraint, 
can do what he pleases. The Oalvinist believes that man, 
by the fall, did not lose his natural freedom. Had he lost 
this freedom, he would have ceased to be an accountable 
agent. But, though man did not lose his natural freedom 
by the fall, he lost his moral freedom. He is a slave to sin. 
— This moral slavery is quite consistent with natural free- 
dom 1 In a philosophical sense, he acts as freely now in 
pursuing the paths of vice and folly, as he did before the fall 
in running the ways of God's commandments. It is true, 
that man, in consequence of the fail, is not able to keep 
the whole law of God ; nor is he able of himself to believe 
and repent. Man, by the fall, has lost his ability — not his 
naturcU, but his moral ability. By the fall, man lost none 
of his powers and facuhies. He has still an understanding, 
will, and affection.— These faculties are only perverted, 
but not destroyed. Man has lost his moral ability : or, in 
ether words, he hasf^t his^ incUnation to good. He is now 
wholly inclined to evil. The imaginations of the thoughts 

- of fars heart are only evil, and that continually. 

Arminians conceive, that indifference is essential to 
liberty — that to constitute an action virtuous, the mind must 
be in a state of equilibrium. Calvinists are of a quite dif- 
ferent opinion. They conceive, that the greater a man's 
bias or propensity towards good, he is the more virtuous; 

* atid that the greater his bias or propensity towards evil, h& 
is the mbre' ticious. This appears to me to be a dictate 
both of Scripture and of common sense. The Scriptures 
represent the debauchee as arrived at the highest de^e of 
wickedness, when his eyes are full of adultery, or rather of 
the adulteress, and when he cannot cease from sin* In aoK 
cordance with this view are the dictates of commoa Bonw. 
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The cotamotk sense even of the Arrtiinistn himself, when th# 
matter is brought home to his business and his bosom, re- 
bels against his specalati7& principles. No Armenian in the 
world would prefer a servant whose mind should be in a 
state of equilibrium or indifference with regard to moral 
honesty. In this case^ with the Calvinist, he would cev^ 
tainly prefer that servant whose principles of honesty were 
so confirmed* that he could not deliberate for a momenl 
whether he would rob his master ; but would immediateiif^ 
and, as it were instinctwely, gpumevery idea of dishonesty. 
In a court of judicature) no criminal was ever known to 
plead, in arrest of judgment, his moral inabiUty. — Was any 
parricide ever known to plead, in extenuation of his crime* 
that his hatred to his father was so great, that he found it 
quite impossible to avoid committing the horrid deed? 
Such a plea was never set up in arrest of judgment by any 
mordere?. On the contrary^ malice prepense is that which 
stamps the crime with its characteristic enormity, and dis- 
tinguishes it from manslaughter. If indifiference were es- 
sential to liberty and free agency, as Arminians contend, 
holy angelS) and the spirits of the just made perfect, could 
{^either be virtuous nor free agents. Nay, the Deity himself 
could neither be virtuous nor free ! None of these has a 
liberty of indifference, they are all wholly and invariablff 
inclined to good. Nor could devils and damned souls be 
virtuous ; for they have no liberty of indifference s they 
are whoUp and moariaUy inclined to evil. To such absurd 
coBcilusions, Arminian ideas of liberty and free agency im- 
avoidably lead.* 



* Some Arminian writers almost admit those conclusions. * Th* 
M moment Adam committed this one act of disobedience,'^' — says Ms. 
McAfee in his Rational and Scriptural Investigation — "he entailed on 
<< bimselfa state of debilitation, which laid him under the necessity of 
^ following his corrupt inclinations without any power to resist tbeni.^ 
—-Again ; (p. 19,) he says, << The first act of disbbedieoce, tberefore« 
<^ rendered Adam as guilty as he ever alter could become ; because it 
** rendered his after actions necessary, and consequently as such they 
^•were incapable of incurring additional guilt.*^ — "{ietbce I come to 
•* this conclusion" — says the same writer in Ihe same page— •* That 
• bad Adam lived 930 years after his fall without fkoy restpratfon of 
^ ^ lapsed powers, his guilt would hav^ been no greater than it waf 
** mpoii the perpetrajtion of his fijrst sin.^* NoW| if% in consequence xii 
Juts inability^ it was impossibU for Adam after the fall to commit eln^ 
ittrely U is equally impossible far the damned loathe place o(iaU»xy^ 
oommH <in; for their inability it ai least at great at tbat of; Ai^^au 
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Wer^ the distinction between natural freedom and moral 
freedom) natural ability and moral ability, carefully observ- 
ed* the controversy between Arminians and Calvinists 
^ould, 1 humbly conceive, soon terminate. When such 
distinctions are confounded, Calvinism appears an absurd^ 



Upon the same principle, it is equally impossible for the devil and hie 
angels to commit sio ; for their inability, also, is equally great. When 
the celebrated Mr. Wesley first taught, that believers in this life may 
arrive at such a state of perfection as to live without sin, many were 
astonished. But the disciple has far outdone the master. Mr. McAfee, 
an Arminian principles, has proved — not that believers can live without 
An ; this would be a email thing; but he has proved — thai Adam after 
thefaU^ independent of a Redeemer, and without the aid of dvrine gracCj 
w influence of the biased Spirit, could have lived without tin 930 ^eart 

—Yes, NINE HUNDRED AND THIRTY TEA.RS W Now, if this ^^ ahU 

^ antagonifit" has succeeded in establishing this conclusion — and on 
Arminian principles the conclusion is undeniable — with still greater 
force of evidence he may conclude, that the sin of the << old Serpent the 
^ decil arid Satar^* is no greater now than the moment he fell I Though 
in Scripture, the devil is represented as that " widced one who sinn^ 
**from the beginnings and goeth about as a roaring lion seeking whom 
** he may devour ;^^ yet, according to Mr. M'Afee's principles, he and 
all his angels are living lives of perfect innocence ! — they have lived 
without sin nearly six thousand yeairs! — and will so live to all eternity j 
On the same principles, the damned in the place of misery and wo live 
without sin ! — and hell itself is a place of sinless perfection H! — Having 
mentioned sinless perfection, I beg the reader's indulgence whilst I ofier 
a few observations on the doctrine. — The advocates of this opinion 
brand us with infamy, as holding a'*' death purgatory,'' because w« 
believe, that no man is totally freed from sin till Uie moment of death. 
They stigmatize us as Antinoraians. Now, in all my life, I never knew 
an instance in which a charge could with more justice and truth be re- 
torted. The advocates of sinless or Christian perfection do not pretend 
that they can live without sin with respect to the old moral lana given 
to Adam ; but only with respect to a new law, which they call a law 
(f liberty. And thus they bring their hearers to a state of perfection, 
not by bringing them up to the law, but by bringing the law down to 
them — not by making them conform to the pure and holy law of God, 
but by making that pure and holy law conform to their obliquities^ 
not by making the object measured conform to the rule, but the rule to 
the object measured ! By such ingenious management as this, the most 
crooked object in nature might be proved to be straight ! Thus it ap- 
pears, that Christian perfection is attained at the expense of bending 
ajid bringing down the law of God, and lowering the standard j o 
Christian morality. If this is not Antinomianism, I should be glad to 
know what it is. The trite observation, that extremes are nearaat 
meeting, it here remarkably verified. ' The Arminian who cries up 
good works, and the Antinominian who cries them downi meet in thia 
point— opposition to the pure and perfect law of God, The very at* 
Cfmpt to lower the standard of morality proves imperfection. If wa say 
i|fi afa perfecti we prove ourselves perverse. 
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m mas owMej and horriMe tsyskeau — ^We are commaiideA 
U> obey the whole law of God — ^to believe, fepent, &c. — and 
yet, according to the Calvinistic system) we can no mom 
do these things than we can remove mountains. We are 
commanded to do things which we canfwt do— 4hkigB 
which are impossible— and punished for undoing Mtfin/ 
I This is regarded by Arminians as hard^ unjjoat, and cruel. 
Audi indeed, it would be so, were the inability fuUwral nad 
not moral. Nothing could be more unjust,, than to comr 
mand a man to walk without legs, or to fly without winget 
and then punish him for disobedience. But this moral in»* 
bility of man — ^hia inability to believe, repent, and obey — ^ia. 
of a quite different rMhtre. It con^ts not in the want of 
natural powers ; but in the want of will and incUmUioiu 
Were a man ever so wiliiag, he could not widk without 
I^B^ or fly witfaoutl wings, or remove mountains : theae are 
natural impossibSities. Btitifaman were willing to believe^, 
repent, and obeEy, these duties would be performed. The 
tnalHlity^ or impoesibility, consists in the want of Will and 
iijieliiiatioa. Ye will not come to me, says our Saviour, thai: 
ye tABj have life. It is accepted, says the Apostle Paul, 
aoconMng to that a man hath, and net according, to Aat be 
hailh not^ if there b^ first a willing mind. , 

ib these observations it may be objected, that the deck* 
ness of the understanding, as* well as the obstinaoy of th» 
^ Wittv maf.be regarded as a cause of unbelief impenitence 
OK dKsobediencer- I grant it. But I hnmbly conceive, thai 
DO darkness, blmdness, or ignorance i» at all criminal, anf 
farther than as it is thlmtnu^y or connected witli the incl^ 
naitioa or dalpooiion of the heart. This 1 consider to be 
not ott^ a dictate of common sense, hut ako o£ divine fOf 
indation. This is* the condemnation, t&at Hght has eoma 
into th& woridy and that men loee darkness rather than 
light. It is iK)t men's darkness, blindness^ or ignoranca 
ttet is hen represented as the ground of their condemaa» 
tion* but their hffA of that darkness. Unregenerate meil 
love darkness iuid hate the light It ie beoause men receivo 
noir tbe lote of the truth*— not the tnith» but the Zone of 
tbm trutit^that <3od gives them, over to strong dehiaicm, to 
beGave lies* tiat all may be damned who believe not tho 
tmiSts but have pleasmre in unnghteoosness. ^ Thus it a|^ 
peanv that the inability of ftUen man* is vl moral inability, 
oonaistingy not 'm thct want of naturai powers f but rather 'm 
tlve want of vriU and intHmaimit. Sacb iimbility is per* 
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&ctly cdwlitdnt with natmral freedom, and is no excuse for 
disobedience, unbelief, or impenitence. Every person who 
tbinksat all, must at once see, that disinclination to what is 
rights can never be an i^logy for what is wrong. Disixw 
^nation to obedience can never be an apology for disobe- 
dience. If disinclination to virtue were an apology for 
vice, the greater the aversion or disinclination, the better 
the apology y which is evidently absurd. That inability, 
which consists^ in a man's want of will and inclination to 
do his duty, is so far from being an excuse, that it is the 
very thing in which his criminality consists. The greater 
(i man's natural inabiUty to do his duty, he is the more ex- 
muabie ; the greater his mor^d inability y he is the more in- 
'excusable — the more guilty. The greater a man's propen- 
sity to vice, the greater is his inability to practise virtue. 
If such inability were an excuse? then the greater the ina- 
bility the better the excuse. On this principle, it would be 
wise to confirm the habits of vice and immorality. On this 
principle, the more wicked any person is, he is the more 
innocent ! The more wicked'fae is, he is the less able to do 
his duty ; and the less able to do his duty, he is the leas 
guilty for neglecting it : of course, when he is so despe- 
rately wicked, so completely depraved, that he is totally un* 
able to do his duty, then he has no guUt at M ; but is com* 
pletely innoccfdJ Such is the monstrous conclusion, to 
which we -must necessarily come* if we deny that moral 
davery is consistent with natural freedom-^-or if we deny 
that there is any distinction between natural and moral iair 
bility — or if we deny that moral inability is inconsialent 
with guilt or blame. Inattention to the distinction between 
natural and moral inability, natural and nioral necessity, 
natural and moral impossibility, &rC. has been the cause of 
interminable disputes, and inextricable confiisdon. The 
distinction has in general been but ill understood. It bus 
been a thousand times confounded both by Galvinists and 
Arminiaus. Whenever a Calvlnist confounds the distinc- 
tion, he betrays his cause ; and often has the cause been so 
betrayed. ^Arminians constantly confound tfie distinction. 
I have never yet met with any plausible Arminian reasoning, 
but what proceeded on the principle, that there is no du- 
itfic^ifm^ between natural and moral inability, necessity, &;c. 
Were the principle on which Arminians proceed correct— 
were there no distinction between natural and moral inabi- 
lity, &c. — ^l would have no hesitation in saying, that their 
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teftSQUiiigs are wa^pkUlu eandun^^ mA that I mfrntt 
would become an Arminian immediately. But I am not 
more convinced of my own existence^ than I am that tbe 
distinction is wejl founded; and? of courae, tbat the Ap» 
mnian reasonings are altogether inconclusive and aophif^' 
tical. They may be resolved into that species of sophism 
which logicians denominate ignorarUia elenchiy or a mi9* 
take of the question* Even Doctor Reid himself, (one of 
the.mc|^t eminent moral philosophers,) falls into this ^o^ 
phism. He supposes a sailor to maim himself> in ordei Ip 
be exempted from duty — and that his captain commands 
him) thus maimed, to climb the shrouds^ and punishes him 
for disobedience, 'j^he Dr. conceives that this would be great 
cruelty ; and so it would. But between this case and that 
of fallen man there is no analogy. The one is natural, 
the other is moral. The sailor could not obey, were he 
ever so willing : not so with fallen man. His inability con- 
sists in the want of will and inclination. Let us suppose 
another sailor, who has the use of all his limbs, but is, at 
the same time, of such a malignant disposition and stub- 
born temper, and has conceived such an implacable hatred 
towards his captain, and unconquerable aversion to his 
duty, that he cannot obey. This sailor, as well as the for- 
mer, may be unable to climb the shrouds. But, surely » 
their cases are very different. The former might be justly 
blaimed for maiming himself, but, afler he was maimed, 
he could not be blamed for not using those limbs which Im 
did not possess. To command, invite, and exhort him to: 
do his duty, and punish him for not doing it, would be the 
greatest injustice and cruelty. But there, would be no in** 
justice, nor yet cruelty, in commanding, inviting, and ex- 
horting the latter sailor, whose inability to obey arose, not 
from the want of physical strength, but from stubbomne&e 
and obstinacy — ^not from any deficiency in his limbs, hvA 
from enmity and aversion. The case of this latter sailor., 
" and not of the former, represents the situation of fallen 
man. His inability is moral, and not physical. Were his 
inability physical, it would be altogether unjust and cruel 
to command, invite, or entreat him, and then to punish 
him for unbelief ^r disobedience. But his inability is mo- 
rait and, therefore, there is no injustice or cruelty at alL 
Were man's inability natural) God would be obliged to ps- 
move that inability before he could justly issue any com- 
mands. On this supposition, Arminian ideas would be per^ 
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fae^. oMiiet. But the inabtliljr is niMml, and GbMl is aoC 
^oUiged to. remove <Am apecie^ of tfiaMZtf|f before he iesiMB 
•his oommands. 

l%at God is obliged to remove man's moral inability^ and 
i0 give him grace, which if he improve he shall be saved, 
seems to me to be the obbat funbahentai. ebsor of tba 
.jyrminian system. It is this radical mistake* I humbly con- 
oeive, which leads Arminians into all their other errors* 
That I am fully justified in thinking 9o, will appear from the 
following remarks of the learned Divinity Professor, Doclo^ 
Graves : (p. xiv.) «* But it seems to me, that to prove 
** God vouchsafes divine grace to all to whom is *pfomu}- 
** gated his revealed will, it is .sufficient to show, that in such 
** Revelation he commands an * obedience requiring such 
*' divine assistance, for it is inccmsistent with all he teaches 
'* us of his attributes, to suppose that he would command 
*' what could not be performed, or rather withhold the 
*< means of performing what he commands. Nor can J 
" agree to the doctrine that would impute to that Deity 
** who punished Pharaoh for demanding the same tale of 
«* bricks. while he withheld the straw, a system, of moral 
** government which would be equally inconsistent with his 
«< mercy and justice. Whenever this revealed will then is 
*< promulgated, I would assert, that this power is commu- 
** nicated in different degrees indeed) as God sees fit to deal 
<< out the measure of his grace ; but to all, what if use^ 
" would lead to further grace and ultimate salvation,* and 
(^ if neglected shall rise up in witness, and condemn th4 
^* despisers of God's holy will." — (See also, p. 2IK) 
In this quotation, the Doctor concludes, that because God 
gives commands which cannot be obeyed without grace and 
assistance, he therefore gives grace and assistance to all to 



* tfy at Arminians contend, there is so irtuch grace giTen to all, Umt 
if they improve it they shall be saved, I ask, hovv much improvement 19 
necessary to secure salvation ? What endeavours are necessary ? If 
a man use half the endeavours in his power, will this be sufficient — will 
one'thirddo ? or must he use two-thirds? Where must the line be drawn? 
It must be somewhere. Suppose at one half. The man, therefbre,who uses 
half the endeavours in his power, obtains grace^ and is saved ; but be 
who does not come up to this line, though within a hair-breadth of it, is 
condemned. One man goes to eteifnal happiness, and the other to eter-< 
nal misery^ and yet there was only a hair-breadth's difference in point 
of exertion or immrovenient \ Let Doctor Graves solve this diffictilQ^* 
— 5ee Edwards'^s Remarks* 
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whom thoBe comsrands are addreaaed. Noir» kere liea Aa 

S*and error. If oar inalulity to obey were fkotui^ tfab 
octor would be right ; but it is moraly and tberefore be m 
miatakea. God commands us to believe^ to repenjt, aad Id 
love the Lord our God with all our heart, soul, strengtb, 
and mind» and our neighbour as ourselv^. These com* 
mands, without divine assistance, we can no more obey 
than we can remove mountains. But our inabiiity is no 
excuse : it is the very thing in which our criminality eon* 
aists. Our inability is great. No powerless than omnipo- 
tent caj) remove it. But aH this proves the greatneas of 
our. criminality— the enormity of our guik. Our isdbijlily 
is great, because our pride is greats our kaired is impiaea^ 
tie, our enmity irreconcilable. Would any rational baifkg 
venture to apologize for his unbelief, disobedience, and im- 
penitence, thus : I bate my God : my nund is filled with 
enmity against him: ; and therefore I cannot be justly com* 
manded to love him ! — I hate my Redeemer : I see no form 
nor comeliness in him — ^no beauty why I should -admire 
him ; and therefore I cannot be justly commanded to be* 
lieve in him ! — I would rather die in my sins than accept 
of salvation through his blood i Imust ther^Mpe be ex- 
cused, though, by my unbelief, T make God a liar, trample 
under foot the blood of my Redeemer, and do despite AO 
the spirit of grace, who stands knocking at the door of my 
heart 1 My enmity is so great, I cannot help it ! — / hate 
thi pure <md holy law af my God: my mind is full of en- 
mity against it : I cannot, therefore, be justly commanded 
to obey it ! — I must be excused, though I trample it under 
my feet ! — J lone my sins : I roll th^ as a sweet morsel 
onder my tongue ; and therefore I cannot repent of Uiem 
dor turn from them : I would rather die in th^a, and be 
eternaUy punished for them I In short ; my pride and my 
hatred are so greats that I can neither love God, nor hm 
law, nor his Son ! — My enmity is so greats that lean neither 
beUeve, repent, nor obey ; and therejfore faith, repentance, 
and obedience, cannot be justly required, u&lees God graift 
his grace and assistance !-— Would any of the sons of apos- 
tate Adam dare^thus to apologize for their unbelief, impe- 
nitence, or disobedience 1 Have such monsters of wicked- 
ness any claims on divine grace or assistance ? Is it not a 
miracle of mercy, thaJt -God does not pour on such miscre- 
ants the cataiaGits of ihis wrath, and oonsign them t^ieter* 
nal aepaiation from his luresence — ** unrespited* unpitiedy 
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*< 'itiire^fteTM ?" Isit not ft miracle of mercy, that inisteilS^ 
«€ mMng bare his red rigfht arm, and btrrling against eocb 
rebels the thunderbolts of his vengeance, he has sent his 
ftooi to save them — ^to die for them ? Herein is love, not 
tiiat we loved God, but that he first loved us. While we 
were enemies we were reconciled to God by the death of 
bis Son. ' 

The Arminians are guilty of two grand mistakes : 1, In 
supposing, that God was in justice obliged to provide a 
remedy, and to put salvation in the power of stich rebels. 
tf In supposing, that his perfections oblige him to remove 
our moral inability, and to make us willing to accept of that 
remedy. We maintain, that the - Deity is under no such 
obligations. What ! when God's own children, whom ho 
has nourished and brought up— to whom he has given life, 
an^ breath, and all things — when these unnatural children 
turn round on their heavenly Father, and, with hearts filled 
with enmity, lift hostile arms, and wage impious war, 
against him who is the author of their existence, the length 
of their days,- and the source of all their enjoyments — in- 
stead of crushing such rebels under his feet, or dashing 
them to pieces like a potter's vessel, is the insulted governor 
of the universe obliged to put into their power the means 
of salvation ? Surely not. When they had so basely for- 
feited his favour, he was under no obligation to make pro- 
vision for their happiness. Or, if any will be so unreason- 
able as to affirm, that his perfections obliged him to make 
such provision, they will be forced to admit, as we hare 
ahready shoWn, that there is no grace in such provision — 
that it is purely a ddft. 

Again ; if God was not obliged to make provision for 
the recovery of his rebel offspring— if he w:as not obliged 
to provide a ciirOj much less was he obliged to make them 
'twilling to accept of that cure— if he was not obliged to of- 
fer them a reprieve, much less was he obliged to make them 
willing to accept of that reprieve — if he was not obliged to 
loosen their chains, and open their prison doors, much less 
was he obliged to make them wilKng to walk forth to liberty 
and life. Gan God not command us to accept of that re- 
medy which he has provided at infinite expense ? — can he 
not command us to accept of a reprieve ? and when our 
dmihs are loosened, andOur prison doors thrown vtride open, 

can be not command ui^ to walk forth to liberty and life I 

Gt» be not issue these infinitely gracious commands till he 
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ilea pireiirioa^y giv^ u»vwill and ic^^at^n to .obey tbeBi.f 
— Surely ^npthing can be more absurdfOc iinrea,9onable than 
puch a'supposition. Should Arminians replyrWedo not 
fi^y that God is obliged to give us ^ill and inclination — 'I 
ask^ ^hat then do you mean by power to obey the, com- 
mands of God ? If you mean natural power or natural 
fiaouUieSy we have no dispute with you on this subject : but 
if you mean mMral power y that is nothing else than will and 
inclination. The supposition that God is obliged to vouch- 
safe his assisting grace, to enable men to. obey his com- 
mands, is, in every view of the subject, absurd. For, if God~ 
is obliged to vouchsafe his grace, that grace vouchsafed is 
no longer grace, it is a debt. That which God in justice 
is bound to give, is not grace. Dr. Graves, and other Ac- 
minian writers, talk absurdly, and are guilty of a gross abuse 
of language,. when they call by the name of grace, that as- 
sistance which they allege God is bound to give in order to 
enable us to obey his precepts. — ^They should either give 
up their system, or, at least, they should call things by their 
proper names. From their vocabulary the word grao^ 
should be entirely expunged. It is a gro^s misnomer. 

Both Arminians and Galvinists agree in this, that man, 
in his natural state, without divine assistance, is utterly 
unable to believe, repent, and obey. This inability, as we 
have already seen, arises from, or rather consists in, our 
moral depravity. This depravity is universal. There is 
none that doeth good ; no, not one. It is total. All the 
faculties of the soul are depraved — the understanding — ^the 
will — the affections- — the imagination — the conscience- — the 
heart. Men in their natural state (Eph. iv. 18,) have their 
" understanding darkened, being alienated from the life of 
" God through the ignorance that is in them, because of 
" the blindness of their heart." — Their unll and affections 
are carnal, and filled with enmity. (Rom. viii. 7,) " Tbe 
** carnal mind is enmity against God : it is not subject to 
*• his law, neither indeed can be." — Men in their natural 
state are *' haters of God, and live hateful, and,.hating one 
** another." " Madness is in their heart." It is ** deceit- 
** ful above all things, and desperately wicked.^' " Every 
" imagination is only evil continually." The state of fallen 
man involves in it two ihingSyguiU SLnd.depramty • Guilt 
is removed by the atoning blood of Jesus, as we have 
already seen; and depravity is removed by the renovating 
and sanctifying influence of the Moly Ghost. Dr. B, main- 



tftintf, tittt bftptism h re generat ion.*^ To coipeet any sab* 
tfequent regeneration, h6 stigmatises as rank enthusiasm. 
He is not the first master in Israel who knew not these 
things/ and needed to be taught the first principles of the 
joracles of CM. Nieodemus, a ruler of the Jews, was also 
gnorant of this great important doctrine. Our Saviour as- 
sures him, that he needed not only baptism by water, bqt 
regeneration br the power of the Holy CHiost. Verily, 
verily, I say unto you, Except a man be bom of water and 
of the spirit, he cannot see the kingdom of Grod. Baptism 
with water was the sign ; but regeneroHtm, or the new biriht 
was the thing signifi^. Water is the great regenerating 
agent in the natural world ; the holy spirit in the monJ 
world. The one is a fit emblem of the other. The vege* 
table world during the winter is in a state of decay. By the 
vtrnal showers it is regenerated, and the decayed face of 
tile earth renewed. — In like manner, by the blessed spitit 
of all grace the souls ofmen are renewed, and themora/ioorU 
regenerated. (Is. xliv. 3, 4,) <« For I will pour water upon 
** him that is thirstj, and floods upon the dry ground : I 
^* will pour my spirit upon thy seed, and my blessing upon 
'< thine ofi&pring : And they shall spring up as among the 
«« grass, as willows by the water courses.**— Old and New 
Testaments unite in teaching the same blessed doctrine. 
(Titus, iii. 5,) '< Not by works of righteousness which we 
** have done, but according to his mercy he saved us, by 
^< the washing of regeneration, and renewing of the Holy 
"Ghost." We may as well expect the renovating of the 
vegetable world without water, as the regeneration of the 
moral without the all-powerful influence of the Divine Spirit. 
The same divine influence which created the world and 
raised the dead, is necessary to the restoration of ourlallen 
nature, and regeneration of our perverted faculties. To 
ilhiminate our darkened understanding, requires the influ- 
ence of that omnipotent agent, who said, *< Let there be 
" light, and there was light." It is the same Almighty 
Being that commanded the light to shine out of dai^ness. 



* Dr. Mant, now Lord Bishop of Down and Connor, in his Bampton 
Lectures, and the BIthop of Lincoln, in his Refutation of Calvinism, 
«ilyocate ihe eame itiuigerous and oncharitable doctrine. For a refit- 
ution of it, the reader may consult the work of an eminent Divine c«f 
the Church ot EnglaDd«-^c<?(/'< Remarks <m ihe RefufoHm of Cqilvin 
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wbp^nes in our hearts to give us the light . of the knc^- 

ledge of the glory of God, in the face of his son Jesus 

Christ. Some imagine, that as light expels darkness, so all 

that is necessary to expel the darkness of our minds is the 

light of the divine word. This, however, is a gross fallacy. 

Xdght, indeed) introduced iato a dark room will hanish the 

darkness ; but it will not give light to a man born blind. 

With regard to such a man, it is not only necessary that he 

should be introduced to the light, but, in order that he may 

profit by it, the cataract must be couched ; his eyes must 

be opened. Just so with the natural man. — He requires 

not only an external revelation, but an internal illumination. 

Hence the judicious prayer of David, "Open thou mine 

*' eyes, that I may behold wonderful things out of thy law." 

Were Dr. B. to offer the same prayer, it might not be un- 

proJQitable.— By divine illuinination he might be brought . to 

see in the sacred volume many wonderful things which he 

has never yet seen ; particularly the necessity of the new 

birth — the necessity of a- regeneration quite different from 

water baptism. 

The omnipotent power of the blessed spirit is not only 
necessary to open tlie darkened understanding, but also %o 
bend the stubborn will. . We have already seen, that men 
are naturally unwilling to come to the Redeemer that thej 
may have life ^ and that the carnal mind is enmity against 
God : but God sends forth the rod of his strength out of 
Zion, and makes, his people willing in the day of his power. 
(Psal. ex. 3.) — By the powerful energy of the blessed spirit* 
he destroys the enmity of the carnal mind, an4 sheds abros^l 
divine love in the heart. — ^In a word ; man by nature is spi- 
ritually dead — dead in trespasses and sins. To raise him 
from his spiritual death, and enable him to walk with Jesu9 
in newness of life,, requires an exertion of divine power 
equal to that which raises the dead. To enable an unre-* 
generated man to believe, requires not only the power of 
God, but the exceeding grecUnesa .of his power, (pph. i. 
i 9,) ' ' And what is the .exceeding greatness of his power, ib 
«' us- ward who bpUeve,!^ according to the working of hie 
*«' mighty power, -wl^ich he wrought in Ohrist when he raised 
** him from the de^d." The same Apostle, prays for the 
Thessalonians, <« That God would ful^ all the good plea^ 
V Qureofiiis will».and the work of faith with.|K»U!er«'' It m 
the {loWerful agency, of that same spirit which entered int^ 

Essekiers dried boneB, that^^iiickeiui^^dead dimeiChH^ 
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begins die g^oi work of grtee* tnd carrieB it oa to perfiMS 
lion till the d«y of Christ Jesus. It is the law of the i^it 
of life in Christ Jesus that makes us free from the law of 
sin and death. By his blessed agefncyi sinners are created 
anew in Christ Jesus unto good works-^they are renewed 
in the spirit of their minds^-K^d things pass away, and mtt 
things become new. My readers are now left to judgOt 
what kind of a system that most be, which does not embraee» 
but rather excludes, the regenerating and sanctifying inflit- 
ences of the Holy Ghost 

Should any person ask, Is it the duty of fiJlen man to re* 
generate himself? I answer, It i§. Many^ I know, will 
be astonished at this answer. Th^ will be ready to ex* 
claim ; What! Hie duty of fallen man to regenerate him- 
self! What monstrous absurdity! Might he not, with as 
nmch reason, be required to create himself? or to ranie 
hhnself from the dead ? — ^By no means : though the iffl'^ 
possibility in the one case is as great as tiiat in the odier. It 
is of a quite difierent nature ; and therefore the greatness 
of the impossibility does not aifect the obligation of the duty, 
nor render the requirement of it unreasonable. That- it is 
the duty of fallen man to regenerate himself, cannot reason- 
ably be doubted by any who believe the. Bible to be dm 
word of God. In the sacred voiume, we are expressly en* 
jdned to regenerate ourselves. (Ezekiel, xviii. 31,) *« Mtdce 
" you a new heart, and a new spirit." Now, if regenerft* 
tion, or tbe making of a new heart and a new spirit, wero 
not n duty, it would not be enjoined. The righteous got* 
erttor of the universe cannot possibly issue-any command, 
wUcb it is nott ottr duty to obey« His commandments aro 
ttot grievous: they tie all hdy, fust, and good. Woidd it 
be unjust or cruel in a bnsband to address his uniaiiliftll 
spouse thus : Break off your adcdterous connexions, mnd 
beeotne )i mew wcmdn. Be a friithfrd, loving, and obenfient 
Wife. Bis tio longer ^ for anoi^er man, and so will I ate 
be for thee.^' — ^Would isudi nn address be unr easo n a ble or 
istcKA ? Surety nat. Such an ttbandoned female might iii^ 
ileedfind h ^ great an hnpossibffity to become a new woman 
i^O'ltecomeu MdifuS, loving, and obedient wife— «s to 
et^ate herseir out of nothing, or to raise herself from tiie 
tewJ. But sufehr cfvery person most Tjee, Aat sucfc impose 
iSbititf , -wHAttf from dissipation and depravity, cotdd not 
possibly Ve ^ny e^ui^iH-it could notpossib^ relhxl^ «ib« 
rigati^nstbSuty^s^dtibeiiBienoe. » 
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I isk agftin : WoiiM it be uigost or eniel in a fkther t9 
address his pr6digal son thus : Leave off your courses of 
dimpation and prodi^Iity. Become a new man. Behare 
aa a dutiM and obedient smi^ and yon shall be bm of aH 
my possessions ?— -Would- such requisitions be unjust or 
eriiel f Barely not. And yet the son might be such an 
aibandoned and dissipated c^racter, that he could no more 
obey his father's injunctions, than he could raiae the dead 
or ^eate a new w<H4d. Why then may not God, our hea* 
venfy Father, address tis^ his prodigal and rebellious off- 
spring in simHar language ? Why may he not say unto uSi 
** Repent and turn yourselves from your transgressions ; eo 
"iniquity shall not be your ruin. Cast away from you all 
** your transgressions whereby ye haye tran^essed ; and. 
^ make you a new heart, and a new spirit ; ^ why wiQ ye 
^^dief* When enjoined to make a new heart and new 
spirit, all tiiat Is reqoiiroA is, to love the Lord our God with 
all our heart, soul, streragtii and mind, and our neighbour as 
oorsdves. Is itmireasonable, I ask, for God to require of 
us to love himself, "and to love one another ? Surely no- 
thing can be nK»e reasonable. It is true, I acknowledge, 
that iff oar present depraved stale we can no more comply 
ws&i those reasonable reqmsitions, than we could create 
ocDTselves out of nothing, or raise the dead. But such in* 
ab3it^ proves what? — ^It Mly proves, that we are von* 
tnrgxroBhr mspRAyfiDf oissFiaiATSLT wicksb, Aim.auiTS 

lNlfiX€t7SABLB. 

With regard to !9he nnlidfiifhl wife and prodigal eon nmii* 
tioned abme, wotdd any one say, tiiat the husband, after 
midiing the gracioos proposals previously stated, was oMig* 
6d) moreover, to change his wife^s depraved and dissipatod 
imndt^-4hat he was obliged to change her hatred and dni- 
oflfeetion into love ?^*-^r Ifaat the fether was obliged to era* 
dicate his son's vicious habits and corrupt propensities, and 
to infuse into Us mmd fflis! piety and virtuous affeetiosst 
Sorely iliis werald be bigUy unreaaonaMe. But perhaps ft 
may be isaid, Ihe cases are not paralM. The liueband w«» 
not tftyle to change l!he dispi:xntienB of hie wife, nor tie 
IMberi^ his «on, but God is able to change the dHpoeMom 
of tSk Ms chfldren. 1 grant it. But becanse he is «Mb, % 
he f heit fd ii e btmnd to dp it ? Surely not. HeistiMsfaf 
moment to eradicate ^ery irestsge t>f wiekedness out ^ ftps 
aAtt^^ofh dtiiien'and detife, but lie k ttot i^refere bmmi 
lodo it. He is neither bound to preoeni men frmn flioninff 
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nor» after th<^ have sinned, is he under the smailesi oblif a- 
tion to eradicate their depravity, and restore them again, to 
a state of holiness and bUss. If he were bound to do theso 
things* the operation, as I stated before^ would not be grac^t 
but debt. 

. The learned professor of Divinity in Trinity College, and 
Arminians in general, maintain, that God has comMtiomMy 
bound himself to give a new heart, faith, repentance^ and 
other, graces. They allege, that he has engaged to give 
these things to all who sincerely seek them. He has pro- 
mised, they tell us, to give his holy spirit to them that ask 
him. 

In all this there is a complete fallacy. Arminiaps here 
are altogether mistaken. In the whole sacred volume there 
is not a single promise made to the prayers or endeavours 
of unregenerate men. In the prayers and endeavours of 
unregenerate men there is nothing of the nature of true 
virtue-^nothing that is well pleasing in the sight of God. 
Their prayers and other lendeavours cannot be acceptable, 
because they do not proceed irom faith ; for. without faith 
it is impossible to please God — they cannot be acceptablet 
because they do not^ proceed from Uyoe, Nothing can be 
acceptable that proceeds from a mind filled with enmity. 
. If we give all our goods to feed the poor, and have ncrt 
charity, (Zo»e) it will profit us nothing. Finally, unregene- 
rate men have no regard to the divine glory, and therefore 
their prayers and other endeavours are altogether unaccept- 
able. Whether we eat, or drink, or whatever we do, all 
should be done to the glory of God. Arminians talk ab* 
surdly when they talk of the sincere prayers, and endea* 
vours of unregenerate men. In an unrenewed heart — in a 
heart filled with pride, enmity, and unbelief, there, can be 
no true sincerity — ^no godly amQetii^^ There- may.bs a 
sincere desire to avoid misery, or a sincere desire to be 
happy. The Devil himself has this sincerity. But there 
is no sincere love to God — np sincere love to his law — no 
dnceire Zove to holiness. In a word ; an unregenerate m^n 
hag no sincerity which is truly virtuous, and, on this ao^ 
count, well pleasing in the sight of God. God has not 
jpomised his spirit, as Arminians suppose, in answer to tho 
pMyers of unregenerate men.* It is true he has promised 
Wi holy spirit to them that ask himi : but how must.thej 
«4 1 Is it Aot in faith }L Ajpd do^ not fs^ith prWWQ^ 
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regeneration !-*-aiid does not regeneration presappose' a 
prerions inflaence of the Holy Ghost ? 

When our Saviour says. Ask and ye shall receive, and a» 
msrea us that every one that asks receives, d^c. he only in* ^ 
tends that species of asking, seeking, and knocking, which 
19 accompanied with faith. (Matt. xxi. 22,) *< All thiiigs 
•* whatsoever ye shall ask in prayer, beUeoing^ ye shdQ 
** receive." The Apostle James teacUes the same doctriae. 
(James i. 6, 6,) " If any of you lack wisdom, let him 
•* ask of God— but let him ask in faUh^ nothing wavering-'* 
That the piomises of the Gospel are not made to every 
species of asking, seeking, and knocking) is evident^ not y 
OnJ^ from the above cited texts, but th^e spirit of God posi* 
tively declares, with regard to certain charat^ters who are 
oot believers, (Prov. i. 28,) *' Then shall they call, but 1 
** will not answer : they shall seek me early, but shall not 
**find me." It is only the prayer of faith thai God hat 
promised to hear : and faith, the Apostle assures us, ia 
*• not of ourselves, it is the gift of God.*'* 
\ Dr.^Graves folly admits, (p. 273,) that we cannot praj 
acceptably till God previously pour upon' us a spirit of grace 
and supplication : and thus we are furnished with a strik* 
ing example of that species of sophism, which logicians 
idenominate *' reasoning in a circle," or the '* circukling 
•< syllogism." Ask Doctor Graves how we are to obtaia 
fidth ; be will say, By prayer. Ask him again. How can 
we pray acceptably ? he will reply. By faith. That is to 
tay, acceptable prayer precedes faiths and yet faith pre*, 
cedes acceptable prayer! 8uch is the contradiction in 
which the Arminian system involves one of its most learn* 
ed advocates ! 

It is therefore abundantly evident, that when a man be- 
lieves and repents, God is the first mover. It is God that 



* Arminians endearour to evade the fojrire of this text l^ a gram- 
matical criticism. They say, it cannot be faith that is the giA of God; 
for the relative twto, beisg in the neuter sender, cannot agree with 
m^w^ windk is feminine. Now, if this criticism l>e admitted to be jiist« 
upon the very same principle, Arminians might contend, that in Phil, 
i, i28, salvation is not said to be of God ; for touto, in the neuter gen« 
. Atsr can no more fl^ree with the antecedent ^rt^trnt in the one ease* 
liianwIUi 9e^y/but us tiie other. The truth is, that in these cases, and 
#thers th«t mif ht be addaced, tbe neuter reiativea do not refer immedi- 
ately to the feminine oouns that precede them, but to tbe word nmifiiu 
onderftood* 
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luts made that man to differ from his unbelieving and impo.-. 
nitent neighbours. The Arminian says,. No. The maa 
himimlf was the first mover. By his earnest prayers ho 
la^vad God to grant him faith and repentance. But, let 
flg»' ask the Arminian, who poured upon him this spirit of 
grace and supplication ? who enabled him to pray so fer- 
tently ? Surely it was God. The Deity then was «4i7Z the 
first mover, and still U was God that made him to differ. 
Dr. Graves maintains, that all the divine promise and dis- 
pensations are conditional. I grant, indeed, that certain 
privileges arc promised on certain conditions; but then I 
maintain, that, in all those who are saved, God himself 
works those very conditions. Salvation is promised on the 
cmdition of faith ; but, in all those who are saved, God 
himself vjrorks this condition. Faith is the gift of God, 
Jesus Christ is both the author and finisher of faith. Unto 
you it is given^ says the Apostle, not only to believe, but to 
suffer for his name. The conditions which are mentioned 
in Scripture,. are conditions of connexion. There is a rejd 
and inviolable connexion between faith and salvation. It is 
the duty of all to believe, and all who believe shall be saved. 
These propositions are both true — but it is equally true, 
that none will believO) but those whom God by his omnipo- 
Cent grace persuades and enables to embrace Jesus Christ* 
freely offered to them in the Gospel. To all others the 
j^fMleemer may say, as he said to the unbelieving Jewa, 
^! ICe will not come unto me that ye may have life." No 
less unwilling are those who believe, till in the day of his 
power God makes them wiUing. The careful student of the 
sapred volume will easily perceive, that what God enjoins 
jBS a condition, and commands as a duty, he has elsewhere 
promised as a privilege. Wash ye, make ye clean, is a 
duty commanded ; but what is thus commanded is else* 
where promised. (Ez. xxxvi. 25,) "Then will I sprinkle 
** clean water upon you, and ye shall be clean; from all 
your filthiness and from all your idols, will I cleanse you." The 
conditional promises to all the heirs of glory are converted 
into absolute promises. For instance, ^' If ye are willing 
'« and obedient, ye shall eat the good of the^ land," is a 
conditional promise, but it is turned into an absolute pro- 
U^ae thus ; " Thy people shall be willing in the day of thy 
** power." Arminians look only at one side of the subject 
at the conditions of the promises ; but they seem to forget 
fteGLt those very conditions God has promised effectually to 
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Work in the boqIs of all who shall be finally saved. Sop* 
posing, for a moment, the Arniinian doctrine to be> true, that 
all' the promises are conditional* and that the conditions of 
the- promises depend on the self- determining power of tb9 
will ; then it is possible that no promise should ever be fuJU 
fiJed. For example, <^ He that believes shall be saved/' w 
a conditional promise. Now, if it depend on tl^e free will 
of every man whether he believe or not — if every indivi- 
dual may reject the Gospel, then all may reject it, and 
hone may be saved I According to this Arminian tenet, it 
is in the power of free will to frustrate the whole work of 
redemption. God so loved the world, that he gave his only 
begotten Son, that whosoever believeth on him should wA 
perish, but have- everlasting life ; but the free will of map 
may render all this love useless. Notwithstanding this \qv%^ 
all may perish and not one be saved. Jesus Christ loveJl 
bis church and gave himself for her. 

^' He was betrayed, forsook, denied, 

« Wept, languished, prayed^ bJed, thirsted, groaned and died; 

^ Hung, pierced and bare, insulted bj the foe^ 

'' AH beaven in tears above, man unconcerned below !^' 

— ^But it is in the power of free will to render all that Je* 
8US Christ has done and suffered quite vain and without 
effect. His love may have been exercised in vain, \m 
bipod may have been shed in vain, and the ransom, the 
price of our redemption, paid in vain I Doctor Gravei 
tells us, that the Holy Spirit may be resisted, quenched, 
and grieved : upon his own principles he might have added 
• — ^that his mission, and all. his gracious operations, may» 
by the free will of the creature, be rendered altogether 
vain and ineffectual. 

"Time flies, death urges, knells call, heaven invites, 
^< Hell threatens: all exerts ; in effort, all; 
^^ More than creation labours." 

— ^But all the exertions of Father, Son, and Holy Ghos^--» 
of prophets and apostles, pastors and teachers— of God, 
angels and men — ^all these mighty and combined ezertiow 
to save sinners, may ultimately prove utterly abortive : the" 
perverse will of man may completely counteract and frus- 
trate them all 1 — the old serpent may prevail over the seed 
of the woman — Michael and his angels may be completely 
foiled) whilst the devM and his angels enjoy an eternal trir 
uinph I All this may be done by Arminian free will ! Fre« 
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will matt torn the balance ; free wUi must decide, whediflr 
tibe dragon or the lamb shall be ultunately victorious I Ac* 
cording to the Arminian system, and the plain language (J 
ao Arminian poet» 

•< Man is tbt m&ker of Um ahnigbty iatw." 

By the omnipotent power of free will the almighty power 
<^ God may be counteracted, and all the promises he hn 
made relative tp the success of his Son's undertaking, may 
(hil of accomplishment ! Ood, who cannot lie, promised 
eternal life before the world began ; but Arminian free wiB 
can frustrate this promise !-— God, who cannot lie, promia* 
ed that Jesus Christ shall see his seed, and prolong big 
days, and that the pleasure of the Lord shall prosper in his 
hand ; but Arminian free will may determine, in opposition 
to all these promises — ^that the Redeemer shall never see 
one of his seed— one of the travel of his soul — ^that he 
shall never be satisfied, but for ever discontent — that the 
pleasure of the Lord shall never prosper in his hand — ^that 
he shall never obtain the heathen for his inheritance, nor 
the uttermost parts of the earth for his possession ! These 
pffomises, with regard to us, are aQ, I humbly conceive, 
t^^olute ; but free will can frustrate them all ! It depend 
on free will, according to the Arminian, whether any one <3t 
Ifaem shall ever be accompfished ! In vain do Arminians 
attempt to evade the force of the preceding reasoning, by 
saying, that God foreknew that 'free will wouM determi&o 
otherwise. The evasion will not do. It makes bad worse. 
The foreknowledge of contingent events involves a contra* 
diction» as we shall afterwards see : and we all know that 
contradictions can solve no difficulties. 

But were we to suffer such contradictions to pass ; and 
were we to admit that God foresees that some will believes 
though at the same time they may nevw believe — attU ike 
eoasian would not do. Were every iota to come to pass 
exactly as God had promised, still it was not God that ful- 
filled those promises. Were I to promise that Dr. Graves 
shdl preax^ first Christmas-day in the Castle Ghappel-— 
and that the Lord Lieutenant sfaaH be a hearer ; and were 
all this to come to pass as I had promised ; sorely nobody 
would say that I fulfilled the promise. The Doctor's preach- 
ing does not. depend upon my will b^t upon his ovm will— 
|he Lord Lieutenant's hearing does not depend upon my will 
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but upon &i» mm. Supposing, therefore, that the one 
cfiouid preach, and the other shoamhear,ad I had promised, 
siirelY it requires no logic to prove, that it was not I who 
fhlfilted the promise. Just so with regard \o the promises 
made to the Redeemer — the fulfilment of them> according 
to Arminian principles, does not depend on the will of God, 
but on the free wUl of the creature. Supposing, therefore, 
that every iota that God promised to his Son should actju- 
ally come to pass, still no person could say, that God had 
fulfilled those promises. On the Arminian hypothesis, i|; 
would be impossible for the Deity to fulfil one of them ! 

From the preceding reasoning, I hope it is evident — that 
when any believe, repent and are saved, it is God who makes 
them to differ from those who continue in unbelief and im- 
penitence — and if this be so, the doctrine of election and 
reprobation is established. If God makes a difierence, he 
must have determined to make that difference. The Deity 
can do nothing without determining to do it. And as there 
cannot possibly be any new determination in the divine 
mind, he must have determined to make, that difference from 
all eternity. In other words ; from all eternity he must 
have chosen to salvation all those who shall be finally saved. 
Thi^ is election* — On the other hand, God does not work 
faith, repentanccj &c. in the minds of all. He leaves some 
in their unbelief, impenitence, and wickedness, on account 
of which he finally condemns them. Of course, he must 
have determined so to do — determined, not in tJTne, for 
there are in the divine mind no new determinations, but fi*oni 
aU eternity — This is reprobation.— l^ it is just in God now 
in time to make such distinctions between one class of his 
rqbel subjects and another, where was the injustice in decree- 
ing from eternity to make those distinctions ? On such 
principles, as well as on a multitude of express declarations 
of Scripture, some of which shall be afterwards quoted, I 
rest the doctrine of predestination. 



SECTION Itl. 

Mection and Beprchaiion more farmaUy d^ended; and 
-the attacks of die most eminent Anti-Ccdmnists repeMed* 

The decrees of election and reprobation are stigmatized 
by Arminians, Socinians and Arians, with the most oppro- 
brious epithets. Dr. Bruce» Dr. Millar» Dr. Graves, tad 
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Bishop Maal, scarcely ever mention them without pre&dag 
such epithets as the following — arbitrary and irrespective, 
cruel and unrelenting^ severe and terrific, gloomy and Uwri" 
hie ! These epithets are generally prefixed in couples, as 
if one of them would he too little to excite in the minds of 
men a suitable degree of horror and disgust. 

As an abusive epithet, the adjective arS^^rary is admirably 
adapted for exciting an odium. It conveys the idea of 
something capricious and tyrannical. If, however, there 
is nothing capricious or tyrannical in divine providence, 
neither can there be any thing of a capricious or tyrannical 
nature in the divine decrees ; for the latter are an exact 
copy or counterpart of the former. The decrees of God, 
being the dictates of infinite wisdom, and being infinitely 
opposed to every thing capricious or tyrannical, are designa- 
ted, in Scripture — *« the counsel of his wiix." 

The epithet irrespective is also well calculated to excite 
an odium agaiii3t the doctrine of divine decrees. — In a quab- 
iied sense it may indeed be admitted, as applied to election. 
We have no objection to the term, if it is only meant to 
convey the idea, that election was not founded on foreseen 
faith, or good works, or any other virtuous qualification or 
disposition of its object. In this sense we fully admit that 
election is irrespective. The Arminiah doctrine, that elec- 
tion was founded on foreseen faith and good works, has its 
foundation neither in Scripture, nor in reason, nor yet in 
the standards of the Church of England. It has no founda- 
tion in Scrip turCt Election, in Scripture, is described as 
an election of grace, and if it be of grace, it is no more of 
works. In Scripture we read, not that those who were fore- 
seen to believe were ordained to eternal life, but that as 
many were ordained to eternal life believed. 

Dr. B. boasts of the simplicity of his system, and wishes 
his hearers to believe, that, in the support of it, there is no 
necessity for a deviation from the received version. The 
reverse, however, is the fact. New translations and yerbai 
criticisms are constantly necessary. Acts xiii, 48, affords 
a striking example. Our translation, '' As many as were 
*V ordained to eternal life believed,*' is so clear a proof of 
predestination, that, in order to subvert it, all the powers 
of verbal criticism have been roused to action. Socinians, 
Arminians, and Arians, all attack our version. As the case 
is desperate, the opposition is determined. When the as- 
sailax&ts fail in argiunent, they increase in confidence, and. 
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Igf pouring coatempt on their CaNinistie <^^nents, tkey 
vainly hope to drive them off the field. Dr. Adam Clarko 
represents the text as pUifuUy misunderstood by the Calvin- 
iats^ and the Bishop of Down and Connor quotes with ap- 
* probation Pyle and Grotiu'S) who pronounce those Wind 
who cannot see the {)ropriety of their new version. Dr. A. 
Clarke very properly observes, thatwe should be careful to 
examine what a word means, before w^ attempt to fix ha 
meaning. He then proceeds thus : '* Whatever rsravfMvo* 
** may mean, which is the word we translate ordained^ ii is 
** neither v'gorerayfjbsyoi nor «'^oofio'fi<svof, which the Apostle 
*^ uses, but /rera/ftsvoi, which includes no idea of preordina- 
^' tion or predestination of any kind." What! Has the 
Doctor forgotten his favorite maxim, that with the De h 
past knowledge and present knowledge are the same ?-^:- 
Or does he need to be told, that with God to destine and to 
fr:ede9Hnaie^Xo ordain and to preordain, are all one ? The 
Doctor's criticism, made with so much pomp, depends 
ijpon the absurd hypothesis, that there are in the divine 
Blind new thoughts, purposes, and determinations ! Grant 
that any were ordained to eternal life, and-<-unle8» there be 
in the divine mind variableness and shadow of turning-^- 
the, conclusion inevitably follows, that they were j>re-ordain- 
ed. The word translated ordained, our opponents render >, 
iigpesedf well disponed, or possessed of good dispositions. 
On this translation I would make the following remarks : 

1. It substitutes & far-fetched meaning (if any meaning 
at all) for an ordinary one. Whether is tliat system more 
likely to be true, which takes words in their common ac- 
eeptoiHon, or that which constantly needs the aid of far- 
feiohed meanings ? 

2i I do not conceive that it has ever been satisfactorily 
proved, that the word has any such meaning as that assign^ 
ed to it by our opponents. The instances adduced by 
Whitby, to prove that the word signifies persons internally 
disposed, and not outwardly ordained — though relied on 
with great confidence by the Lord Bishop of Down and 
Conner, and.other Anti-Calvinistic writers — appear to me 
altogether unsatisfactory. If I am not much mistaken* 
tfaey completely fail in establishing the point. In afiixing 
ti> a word a meaning which has not been generally received, 
and which is disputed, it is necessary to quote instances 
which cannot be explained on the principle of any of its 
ordinary significations. I lay down this as a canon, which 
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I flatte tlqrfletf no candid eritic will cootrbT^rt. On ib» 
pnaciple of this canon, I proceed to examine Wlnlby's hi- 
eUtfices. His first is, " Acts xx. 13, St. Paul went on foot 
to Assos ^* krta yag 9}v Aorsra/fACvo^, for so he was disposed 
to do.'^ N0W9 1 appeal to every candid critic, if the Dbc^ 
tor's translation be not quite £raiuUousy and if the words 
would not be more naturally translated thus-gfor so he 
^009 appointed according to mutual arrangement. The pi^ 
position Sia shows that an arrangement had been made h0- 
taeen Paul and the ship's company. 

The Doctor's second instance is Ecclus. x. I, iifyvi^efia, 
(fuv^rov r&raLy\ki\tr\ etfrai, «' The government of the wise man 
*' will be well ordered or disposed." But this refers not to 
the internal dispositions cf the mindy hut to ^ eaetemal 
administration of government. It is, ther/sfore, totally in- 
applicable. 

His third instance is Philo's address to CaiB* ** Thoa 
<< needest not fear being killed by them Who are ev (fji 
«* rsrwyiksvai Ivi^xMy ** ranked on thy side,*' I. e. of ib0 
^ same dispositions and affections.'' Now, to say that 
this- Oreek plinise is designed to express the internal dis- 
positions, and not the external hostili^es of the enemies 
of the church, is nothing but- a mere begging of the 
question. 

His fourth instance is tiie words of Philo respecting 
*« those children, who, having had vicious^ parents, have 
« themselves proved virtuous." He says" that they are 
ojuisivw TSTay\M€voi rof^siy " placed in a better rank.'* And> 
speaking of Esau and Jacob, he represents Esau as fierce, 
subject to anger and other passions, and governed by h^ 
brutish part ; but Jacob as a lover of virtue and truth, and 
so sv Tij jSeXriovi Terayi*gvov rogsi, " placed in a better rank 
<* of men, or one of a better temper and disposition." Ja- 
cob was placed in a better rank ; but who placed him ? 
was it God or himself? The children mentioned above 
were placed in a better rank, but who placed them ? was 
it God or themselves ? To say that either Jacob or those 
children wrought in themselves good dispositions, and by 
this means placed themselves in a better rank, is a bare* 
&ced begging of the question, and contrary to the whole 
tenor of Revelation. (Rom. ix. 11-13, (<« For the chil- 
** dren being not yet born, neither having done any good or 
^< evil> that the purpose of God according to election might 
'< standi not of works, but of him that calleth ;) It was 
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♦< said unto &6r, Tile elder shall ser^e the younger. As H 
**^ is written, Jacob have I loved, but Esau have I hated." 

His Mb instance is still less to the purpose. Samuel 
was Tsrttfiusvo^kuy « one well disposed towards God.^" — 
This I regard as a complete mistranslation— ^^u is the dative 
of the agent. The clause should be translated, " Sdmitel 
** was ordainedy appointed, or placed by God^^ (according 
as the context may require.) The rule of syntax which 
warratits this translation is the foHowing : Agens aliquando 
effertur in dativo ; sic, n 'ifsifgowrou raig a>Xoi(f ; Quid ab 
aliis factum eet ? 

Whitby's last instance would induce one to think, that 
he had abandoned the meaning for which he was contend- 
ing, and had completely come over to the Calvinistic camp* 
it is the words of flpictetus, a*ro Ssov rsrwyfifSvog sig raunjv *nffii 
rofiv, being by God placed in that rank. The person hen& 
is- represented as jjlaced in a rank> not by his own inclina- 
tions or dispositions) but % God, or in other words, hydu 
f^ine ordination arid appointment — iGfod exciting him> as 
Simplictus interprets. —Now, surely this instance, so far 
froni overturning, completely establishes, the received ver- 
sion. On the whole, we deny the word rsrayjxsvoj has — in 
any one of those instances — the meaning which our oppo* 
nents attempt to impose upon it. The most learned lexico- 
graphers and philologists acknowledge no such meaning* 
Schleusner does not recognise it — his translation of this 
text IS, ** Quot quot destinati erant a Deo felicitati Chris^ 
«* tianorum aeterniB." — And the learned Morus, though a 
decided Anticalvinist, translates it thus : •• Atque earn 
«* (doctrinam) amplexi sunt fide quicunque felicitati teter- 
** nae destinati erant." Whether Dr. A. Clarke's charge 
of prejudice do not recoil upon himself, aiid on Anticalvli 
nists in general, the learned reader is now left to judged 
Should criticism fail, the Lord Bishop of Down and Con- 
nor imagines he can make his escape, by alleging that God 
ordained to eternal life the persons mentioned, on the fore- 
sight of their good dispositions — but the evasion will not 
do. — From the beginning of Genesis to the end of Reve- 
•latibn — from the creation of the world down to the present 
day, his Lordship will not find one single person possessed 
of good dispositions till implanted by the Almighty. In 
Scripture we read, not that those Who were foreseen to be 
holy, or possessed of good dispositions, were chosen in 
Christ before the fotindation of the world, but that <« w« 
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1?«ire t i m mn in him belbrd tbe fimndftticm of tiie woild, 
thai «w tm^iU Ae hohf.'* — ^HoUnMs and good dkfRMnUoia 
9te represoRted, sot as the causes or feundUitioD, bat as the 
fruits and effects of electMUi. What oar Saviour said to 
his Discqiles ia the days of bis flesh* is equally apphcabfe 
to beke^ers in every age, *« Ye have not chosen me, but I 
** have chosen you, and ocdained you, that you diouldbrisg 
** forth much fruit." As we love God because he first 
loved us, so we choose him because he first chose ns«— 
(Psid. Ixv. 4) '^ Blessed is the man whom thou diooeest, 
'' and causest to approach unto thee." 

2. That election is founded on forese^i fiuth and good 
works, is contrary, not only to Scripture, but also to rea- 
son. On Arminian principles, it invc^ves a contradietion. 
Arminiaas allege, that it dep^ids on the firee will of the 
creature whether any believe or do good works. Accord* 
ing to them, it is possible that aU may remain unbelievers 
ai!^ wicked. Now, if the Deity foresee that some will be- 
lieve and do good worics, and yet those persons may neoer 
b^eve nor do good works — ^it follows, that what God fore- 
sees as JiOure may nevertheless wa be Jviure—said what 
be fi^resees will come to pass may nevertheless not cameta 
posset follows, that God may be nustaken and disappoint- 
ed 1 — that be foresees and does not foresee at the same 
time ! I conclude th^efore — and I thiidc I do it on the in- 
controvertible i^inciples of mathematical demonstration — 
I conclude, that election could not posably be founded on 
foreseen faith and good works, because faith and good 
works, on Arminian principles, could not possibly be fore^ 
seen. 

3. As the doctrine c^ election founded on foreseen foith 
sod good works is both unscriptural and unreasondble, so 
it has no foundation in tbe Articles and Homilies of the 
Church of England. Bishop Mant, and Doctors Millar 
and Graves, widi us to believe^ that tbe Thirty-nine Arti- 
cles are Arminian — and that the clergy of the Church of 
England were Arminian at the time the Articles were 
framed : but they labour in vain. — ^The following extracts 
from the letters of Dr. Millar, of New-York, alnindantlj 
prove the vanity of the attempt. " Calvin was not only re- 
f* spectfuUy consulted by the English Reformers ; but he 
*' had also much influence among them. That great defe- 
** rence was paid to his judgment, will appear from t^i3 
<« fact, that on the first appearance of the English Liti:tfg7, 
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*' it frescribed pfftyii^ for the deftd» cbwBi» exir^ne unc- 
^ tiiHi^ and other Popish superstitions. These Cahin, in a 
^^ letter to the Proteetor, very ftaiydjr and decidedly blamed.. 
<« The oonsequence of which was»ihat all these ofiMsnsive 
<« things were left out, a{(reeably ^o ^i^ advice. Dr. Hey-* 
<< Un himself declares, that these alteraticms were made in 
** «om{^aaGe with Calvin's wishes. — '< The first Liturgy,'' 
says he»'< was discontinued! and the second superinduced 
" i^OQ it, to give satisfaction unto Cidvin's cavils, the cu- 
** rioaities of some, and the mieiakea of others^ bis friends 
^' and followers." And Dr.. Nichols gives us the same iU'^ 
fmrmatioB. *' Four years afterwards," says he» *' the bof^ 
'* of OommoB Praner underwent another review ; wherein 
** Bomeceremcmies and usages were laid astde, and some 
** 0ew prayers added, at the instance of Mr. Calvin of Qe^ 
«* ne^a, and Buaer, a foreign Divine who was invited to be 
H« Professor at Cambridge." Nor was the authority of 
** Calvin without its inftuenceki drawing up the Articles oi 
^^'tbe Church of England. It is commonly said by ou» 
*< Episcopal brethren, that those Articles are anti-Calvkii%> 
^?. tto, and that especially on the doctrine of Predestination, 
*f as eadnbited in the seventeenth Article, th^ Reformem * 
'*• hold* and meant to express, a diiecent opinion from thoso 
^« of Calvin. Now, it happens, that this Article itself beam 
** the most unquestionable internal evidence of the contra* 
«i ry.-^Tbe qualifying clause toward the end of it, which 
«^ has been quoted as decisive proof that the framers re|^et« 
'' ed Calvinism) is nearly quoted from Calvin's Institutes ; 
'^ and' the latter part of it is a literal translation of that Re* 
** former's caution against the abuse of this doctrine. For 
^( evidence of the former, see his Institutes (iii. 2, 4, 6) 
** compared with the article.-*^For proof of the latter^ read 
^' the following — '' Proinde in rebus agendis, ea est nobis 
*^ perspicienda Dei voluntas quam verbo suo declarat." In« 
'< stiti. 17, ^.-^Furthermore, in our doings, that will of 
^ ' God is to be followed, which we have expressly decltf ed 
«< to us in the word of God." Art. 17th.— The Thirty* 
^' mne Articles of the Church of England are undoubtedtly 
Cidvinistic. This is provedi not only by the bare inspect 
tion of the articles themselves, but also by the known 
sentiments of those who framed them ; and by the deci- 
'' sive interpretation of some of the ablest Bishops and 
-* oth^ Divines that ever adorned that Church. The same 
*^ convocation which drew up the Thirty-nine Articles* xe« 
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" n«#i4, coffectedf fonniHy approved, and ordered to be 
*• psyiBbed, as it now stands, Uie celebrated Catedliism of 
*« Dr. Newel. — ^This Oateclnsm is acknowledged, by tbe 
<< worst enemies of Calvin, to be decidedly Calvinistic. It 
«< is acknowledged to be so by Bishop Cleaver, who, a fdw 
** years ago, gave a new edition of it. And yet the Con- 
<< vocation, which embraeed all the principal Dignitaries of 
** the Church, publicly recommended it, '* as a standing 
*< summary of the doctrines professed in that Church ;" 
** and, many years after, it was held' in such high esteem 
<* by Archbishops WhiCgift and Parker, and other contem- 
<< porary Prelates, that even Ministers were enjoined to stu> 
^ dy it^ that they^ might learn true divinity from it.'*^ The 
**^ illustrious reformer, and mart3rr, Bradford, a short time 
'< before he suffered, wrote and published a decidedly Cal- 
** vinistic work on election and predestination, which' he 
<c sent to Archbishop Cranmer, and to Bishops Ridley and 
<' Latimer, who all gave it their approbation ; after which 
** it received the approbation of the rest of the eminent Mi- 
" nisters in and about London. *'t 

** The famous Lambeth Articles, formed in the reign of 
' ** Queen Elizabeth, are acknowledged by all who ever read 
<< them, to be among the most strongly Calvinistical com- 
" positions that ever were penned. Yet these Articles 
** were drawn up and signed by Archbishop Whitgift, 
<< that very Prelate of whose character and principles Dr* 
^* Hobart frequently speaks in the most exalted terms, and 
<< whom he holds up to view as one of the most illustrious 
<< Divines and fathers of the Church of England. The 
** Archbishop was assisted in this service by the Bkhops of 
** London and Bangor, and by some others. After receiv- 
'* ing the public approbation of these Dignitaries, the Arti- 
« cles were sent to the Archbishop of York and the Bishop 
** of Rochester, who also subscribed them. Thus ratified, 
'* Archbishop Whitglft sent them to the Unisersity of Cam- 
'' bridge, with a letter, in which he {declared, *< That these 
'* articles were not to be considered as laws and decrees, 
*^ but as propositions, which he aiid bis brethren were per- 
<* suaded were true, and corresponding with the doctrine 



* Strype's Annals, 313— 316.~Life of Parker, 11^2, 301. 

t Strype's Memorials of Cranmer, p. 3^0. The editors of the Chris- 
tian Observer attest that they have seen Bradford's Treatise^ and that 
it is unquestionably Calvinistio. 
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*< profoiM^d in the CSiuroh of Eni^atids »id .establisbed by 
«' Ike Iftws of the land,^ Nor is tbi» all : It faaving^ been 
** suggested by some, that the Archbishop agi*eed to these 
** Articles, rather for the aake <^ peacO) ilmi hecanse ho 
'< i>elie?ed them ; Strype? his episcopal *biogiiapher, ipepela 
'<^the charge with iodignation ; declaring that such an ia« 
*< aimia^n is as false as it is mean and disparaging to the 
'* Priniate.t We have seen also in a fbreg<»ng part of ^^ 
** kMer, by the eoitfeflskui of Heyhn htmself, an impUeahlo 
** eneitiy of Gahin, that the great body of the Bishops and 
** other clergy of the Church of Errand, were doctritoftl 
** Cah^ists, for more than half a century i^er the artMeir 
*' irere ftirmed* And we hav^e fonnd a modern EpiscOpat 
** ofergyman assertii^, on lindenialile evidenoe, tbaet *^ €a^ 
'' Tin's Inststiitiofis wera read and studied in be<ih the Uni^ 
^' Hcftataes by every student in ^^vinity, for a constdcarahle 
" portkm of a. century ; nay, ^at by a Contbcatton held aft 
<* Oxford, that book was recommended to the general atedy 
«< ^f the nation." All the Delegates from t^ Church of 
" finglaiid to the Synod of Dort, among whom were B^ 
<< ebc^ Carleton, Bishop Hall, and Bishop DevetMitt, ibr* 
<< matiy Biriisoribed to the five Calvinistio AjriideH drawn up 
'< «nd adopted by that venerable Synod. On their retuni 
^^huB^i they were attacked* by a certain writer, aild chtrg-> 
<< edwith having departed from the public standard of thefar 
** own Chureh. — Against this alUck they thought proper to 
** defend themselves, and accordiiigly wtote a Joint AtteM« 
<* atkm, which contains the feilowii^ passage : ^< Whaitoo* 
.^ ever th^e was assented onto and' subscribed by us, cOd« 
** oesning the Five Articles, either in. the joint synodkai 
<< judgement, or in our particular collegiate suffirage^ is not 
" only warrantable by the Holy Sciiptures, but also con* 
'« formable to the received doctrine of Ow said vanerable 
*^ mother ; which we are ready to maintain and justify 
** against all gainsayere*! Again, Bishop HalU in a work 
<< of his own, addressing some who had ch*arged him, aiid 
** other Bishops of his dayi with entertaining Arminiansen* 
** timents, as to the doctrine of election, Urns indignimtly 
^* replies to the charge--*-'* You add, Election upon f^b 



* Strype*8 Life of Wbttgift, p.4jSl-^63. 

t Ibid. p. 463. 

% 8«e tbtlr Joint AtUftation. 
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*< foreseen.*' *^ What! nothing but gross untruths ? I0 
** this the doctrine of the Bishops of England ? Have they 
*' not strongly confuted it, in Papists and Arminians ? 
<< Hare they not crte<2 it dawn to the lowest pit of Hell ?^ ' 

Such are the arguments by which Dr. Millar, of Neiv* 
York, has proved, that the Thirty-nine Articles of the 
Church of England are CaWinistic, and that the great body 
of the clergy were Calvinists at the time those articles were 
framed. That the evidence is decisive, 1 humbly presume, 
no candid reader will venture to deny. Divines of the Es* 
tablishment may preach, if they please, the doctrine of 
election founded on foreseen faith, love, and good works ; 
but let them not charge with that doctrine, either the Thir- 
ty-nine Articles, or their r^ormSng forefathers. That very 
doctrine which these modern Divines are now crying up to 
\ tile starry heavens, the English Divines, the fathers of the 

' Reformation — ^if we believe Bishop Hall — <* cried dawn to 

I *' the lowest pit qf heU i'' 

\ Having endeavoured to prove, and 1 hope with success, 

that the doctrine of election, founded on foreseen faith and 
I good works, has its foundation, neither in Scripture, reason, 

^ nor the Thirty-nine Articles, I would now proceed to ob- 

serve — ^that when our opponents characterise election as 
irrespectivey if all they mean is, that election was not found- 
ed on any foreseen tirtuous qualification of its object^ we 
have no objection to the application of the epithet. We 
believe, however, that in the decree of election, men were 
chosen, not only to eternal life, but also to faith, holiness, 
and all those means which lead to that end. If, in any 
sense inconsistent with this, our opponents denominate elec-* 
tion irrespective^ we spurn the epithet as inapplicable and 

"'Wist. 

7i}e great popular outcry against predestination is— that 
^•* ^^Persedes ^^ ^^ ^^ means, and is quite inimical (0 ho- 
^^fifif and ffOO<A works. I regret to find learned Dinnes 
'^i^- 5 ^^his ^^^^^ objection, after it has been answered a 
^*^ite !ff mX- Dr. B. (p. 172) writes thus : 
fsZ^d "^ ^tii^^*^^") contradicts every exhortation to ho- 
fl' ii^^ (P^^ %,itb9 every dissuasive from sin and infideli^, 
/' 0> ®% tUJ(t / iic^nal promise of everlasting life, and every 
(' "h^^ COttdi^^fyst endless perdition, that we find in his 



u ^ %i !f ) i^^-^l^pf^^ death, and intercession of Christ, worn 
' ^^Vrv %'^^^^jt^fif*^<>ry ^^^ inefiectual ; since (hey could 
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'** neither improve the conditiph or prospects of the ekisi 
** few, nor redeem the reprobate from that fate to which 
*' they are destined by the eternal and irreversible decree of 
•* the Almighty." 

Powerful reasoning indeed ! The purport of it is this : 
" God decreed to bring the elect to the enjoyment of eternal 
*• life, by means of exhortations, warnings, and promises ; 
** and therefore, these exhortations* warnings, and promiseBy 
** are absolutely nugatory and ineffectual ! God determined 
" to save the elect by the mediation, mission, death, and 
" resurrection of Christ ; and therefore the mediation* mis- 
** sion, death, and resurrection of Christ, are absolutely 
*' nugatory and ineffectual ! God determined to punish the 
" reprobate for their sin and infidelity; and therefore every 
** dissuasive from sin and infidelity, and every warning 
** against endless perdition, are absolutely nugatory and in* 
•'effectual.'" Admirable logic! — Bishop Mant, in his 
Bampton Lectures (p. 146), urges the same objection— r 
quoting Bishop Sherlock, he writes thus : 

** If I be elected, no sins can possibly bereave ipe of the 
** kingdom of heaven : if reprobated, no good deeds can 
** advance me to it." Such was the language of a German 
** potentate in former times, when his friends admonished 

him of his vicious conversation and dangerous state* 

An objection," remarks Heylin,5( not more old than coin- 
** mon : but such, I must confess, to which I never found a 
«' satisfactory answer from the pen of Supralapsarian, or 
*( Sublapsarian, within the small compass of my reading." 

So, it appears, that this old and common objection is, in 
the estimation of these learned writers, unanswerable. At 
least, they have never met with any satisfactory answer. 
Now, I do not promise to give a aaiisfactiyry answer ; for 
some minds are not easily satisfied ; but with great ease^ I 
can give an answer which ought to satisfy. It is this. TAe 
objection separates what God.has joined. Election and ho- 
liness are inseparably connected in the same decree. We 
are *< chosen to salvation through sanctification of the Spi* 
'' rit and belief of the truth." But the Arminian objection 
runs thus : '< If I be chosen to salvation through s£inctifica- 
" tion of the Spirit, I shall be saved whether I be sanctified 
** or not — if I be chosen to salvation through belief of the 
** truth, I shall be saved whether I believe or not — if God 
*< from all eternity decreed to save me from my sins, I shall 
** be saved whether I continue in my sins or not!" — Such 
is the logic of Arminians, by which they hope to overturn 
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i. ' . , 

\ thift Cdmirtk doetcine of eleoiion! Dr..Bffuces and t^e 

F iemrned Bishops Sherlock and Mant, might have carried 

their objection ^urther^ and reasoned thus : ** If God deter- 
« mioed to save the Apostle Paul by means of a sbip> there 
** was no need of a ship ! If God determined to save the 
*' Apostle by the instrumentality of sailors, there was no 
** need of sailors T' — When the Apostle Paul declared, 
•* Except these abide in the ship ye cannot be saved/' had 
Dr. B. and the learned Bishops been present, they would 
have immediately exclaimed, '* What! not saved! If God 
*< has determined to save you, ye shall be saved whether the 
«< saUors abide in the ship or not ! God has determined to 
<< save you by the medium of a ship, and by the instrumen- 
" tality of sailors, and therefore the ship and the sailors are 
*' quite nugatory and ineffectual /" Sp much for that old and 
common objection, which Dr. B. relies on with so much 
confidence, and which the learned and talented Bishops, 
Sherlock and Mant, consider as altogether unanswerable. 

In the divine decrees, means and ends, like links in a 
chain, are inseparably connected. Now, is it not evident, 
that the closer the connexion between means and ends> the 
greater the encouragement to use means. The links of a 
chain being inseparably connected, when we pull one link, 
we are quite confideat the whole chain will follow. Were 
the links detached, we would not have the same confidence 
or encouragement. Such a connexion between means and 
ends encourages Calvinists to activity and diligence — to 
avoid all sin and to practise every virtue. They are encourag- 
ed to ^' abound in the work of the Lord, for as much as they 
*^ know, that their labour shall not be in vain in the Lord.*' 
•—The Apostle Paul, in spiritual as well as in temporal 
matters, acted on those consistent principles. He had 
made his calling and election sure. He was assured that 
God would preserve him to his heavenly kingdom. But 
this assurance did not supersede the use of means. He 
kept under his body, and brought it into subjection, lest, 
whilst he preached the Gospel to others, he himself should 
be a castaway. From this and similar texts, Dr. Graves 
and other Arminians infer, that believers may possibly fall 
from a state of grace. The inference, however, is com** 
pletely illegitimate. With equal propriety they might infer 
from the declaration of the Apostle, '< Except these abide i 
<' in the ship, ye cannot be saved," that it was possible for j 
Paul never to reach Rome; notwitlistanding th^ diviuQ assu- f 
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ranee lo the contrary. Such propositioitfi show the coi^ 
nexion between means and ends, but do not at all prove the 
possibility, that either the means should not.be employed,- 
or the ends not accomplished. Our Saviour says, speaking 
of the Father, ^< I know him ; and if I should say I know 
*^ him not, I would be a liar like unto you." Would any 
Arminian, from this hypothetical proposition, infer, that it 
was possible for Jesus Christ, either to deny the Father^or 
to be a liar ? Why then do they infer, from similar propo- 
sitions, that it is possible for believers to fall away from a 
state of grace, or the divine decrees to fail of accomplisln 
ment ? 

Having endeavoured to show in what sense election is 
irrespective ; and having endeavoured to prove, that it is 
not unfavourable to good works, nor inconsistent with the 
means of grace and salvation ; I now proceed to animad- 
vert on the epithets, arbitrary and irreepeciivej as applied 
to reprobation. In what sense our opponents apply these 
epithets, will be best understood by a quotation or two. 
Dr. Graves, (Predestination, , p. 116), writes thus: *< So 
*< unboundedly merciful, so unspeakably encouraging, is the 
'* genuine doctrine of the Gospel of Peace : how totally 
** repugnant to a scheme which represents, that all who ar^ 
** not in the number of the elect are passed over,, rejected, 
** or reprobated by God, who has by an eternal unalterable 
" decree, preordained them, before they were born, to cer- 
«* tain and everlasting death ; for which God himself pre- 
*^ pares them, to which they dre devoted, not because he 
** &>resees their unworthiness, but solely because he wills it, 
" and which from the very hour of their birth he hath fore* 
" ordained them nojt to escape, and hath precluded them 
" from the means of escaping," Bad as this quotation is. 
it is not so bad as that portion of the Bampton Lectures 
from which it is extracted. The Bishop's representation 
of Calvinism was too terrific fbr the learned Professor* 
Shuddering at the picture, he broke off the quotation be- 
fore he came to the end of the description. It runs thus : 
(Bampton Lectures, p. 129) ** It is the Calvinistic doctrine, 
" that all those, who are not in the number 4)f the elect, 
*• are passed^ over, rejected, of reprobated by God ; who 
** has by an eternal unalterable decree preordained, predes-^ 
•* tined and doomed them, before they were born, to certain 
'* and everlasting death, ruin, perdition and damnation ; for 
•• which he himself fits and prepares them, to which they 

19 '^ 
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'' art imtit^i Ml b^eatme he foresees ih^it unworthineM^ 
'^ bul solely because he wills it ; and which firom the t^ry 
'' hour of their birth, he hath made it impossible for them 
<^ to escape, and hath precluded and repels them fi^om the 
'^ means of escaping." Another sample of his Lordship's 
mode of represetiting Calvinism we find in p. 252 : ** The 
'' GaWinist teaches, that God ejected a few indiTiduala to 
^' salvation, and that Christ died to make atonen^ent |for 
'* their sins alone* to the exclusion of the great mass of 
'' mankind ; that the salvation of these elect depends solely 
*' upon certain absolute and irrespective decrees of God^ 
** and is effected solely by the grace of God, so that no 
" coftditions are required to be fulfilled, no co-operation to 
'* be given on their parts, but that, howev^ great and 
*( numerous may be their sins, they are eternally sure of 
** salvation : and that tlie great bulk of mankind are eter- 
** naily doomed to ^perdition, no reference whatever being 
**.made to any faults of theirs ; no possibility whatever be- 
*< ing allowed them of escaping their doom ; the sole cause 
^* of which is the pleasure, and the sole object of it the 
''glory of God." 

As an appendix to such a description, why did not his 
Lordship add, " From such Calvinism — ^such horrible Cal- 
»* vinism — such monstrous Calvinism — Good Lord deliver 
''us." Had the good Bishop added this prayer^ I am per- 
fectly convinced, that not only all the Socinians, Arminians, 
and Arians in the world, but that all the Calvinists on the 
face of the globe, would have echoed in one universal re- 
sponse — 'Ahek! Amen! 

I can asisui'e the learned Fishop, that Calvinists regard 
with unutterable contempt, and unqualified detestation, the 
doctrine contained in the preceding quotations. They be- 
lieve in no Bdch doctrines ; they teach no such doctrines ; 
they abhor all such doctrines* I regret much, that talents 
so respectable as those of his Lordship, should be exhaust- ^ 
ed in beating the air— in refuting doctrines which nobody 
holds — in charging upon Calvinists doctrines the very reverse 
of those which they believe — doctrines which they hold in 
the utmost contempt and abhorrence. What then do Cal- 
vinists believe ? I answer negatively, They do not hold 
themselves bound to believe every thing that Cdhin taught, 
tl|at Austin tatight, that Zaiic% taught, or that any one of 
okr rrformers taught. Much less do they hold themselves 
bound to believe every foolish thing said by Calvinists for 
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^^60 hujadred yoars pa^at ! To collfct tjiose foolish fiayingd 
— to add 0ome things which thiey new" said-^to combine 
aU these into a system— ^and to c^ that 3ysteiii Calvinism 
-rr^is neitheir wndidy generoiu^ not ju4i» It is an insuU 
offered to ^he Calvinistic system. For such disingenuous 
conduct there is no apology > Even the mitre of a Bishop 
should not ecre^en him from tensure. Every person knows^ 
or at least might know, what Calvininism is.. It is the doc- 
trines contained in the Westminster Confession of Faith 
and Thirty-nine Articles of the Church of England — doc- 
trines as different from Bishop Mant's Calvinismi as light is 
6'Qm darkness. Were any writer to profess to give an ac- 
count of the doctrines of the Church of England, apd in- 
stead of eidiibiting those doctrines as they are stated in the 
Thirty-nine articles* should rake together the most foolish 
tilings written by the members of tbat Church for 300 years 
jiast — adding some things wbiph they never wrote*!— and 
^en denominate such a compound of folly and nonsense, 
" The doctrines of the Chtirph d^ England^* — in what point 
of light would such a writer bo viewed by Bishop Mant 
^ad his learned coadjutors, What terms coi^ld be fouud in 
^e English language sufficiently strong to chariicterise such 
^, work ? To the learned Bisbop> and his ArminiQin col- 
leagues, I would only say, " Whatsoever ye would that Cal- 
** vinists should do unto you, do ye even the same unto 
** them ; for this is the law And the prophets. 

Whs^t Calvinist ever taught, that God elected to salva- 
tion only a ^^few individpc^ i"' No Calvinist ever taught 
^o. All Cafvinists believe, that the elect are so far from 
being only a few individuals, that they are ten thousand 
times ten thousand^ and thousands of thousands^r'ihni they 
are *^ a number which no man can nuniber*** It is no tenet 
ef Calmrnsm — though Bishop Mant* Dr. Graves, Dr. Mfl* 
lar* and Dr. Bruce, are constantly representing it as a Cal- 
vinistic tenet. It is no tenet of Cdlvinismj that the num- 
ber of the elect is smaller than that of the reprobate. 
Many Calvinists believe the very reverse! Our Westmin^ 
ster Divines wisely abstain from giving any opinion on the 
subject. With regard to the. num£tr or proportion^ of 
those who will be finally saved, we have no controversy 
with any, except with those who maintain a universal res- 
toration. From the very nature of the case, all rational 
controversy is excluded. *' Secret things belong to the 
'< Lord our God/' Socinians, Armbiana, AriasB, and 
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Calvinists are equally ignorant, anditnust remain so, till the 
judgment of the greatday. Our opponents may therefore 
save themselves the trouble of any reference to the number 
of the elect, for ,on this subject we profess ourselves totally 
ignorant. Should any ask me, " Are there few that be 
" saved ?" I can only answer, in the words of our Savi- 
our, «* Strive to enter in at the strait gate ; for many, I 
« say unto you, will seek to enter in, but shall not be 
''able." • 

Is the Bishop's statement true, that, on Calvinistic prin- 
ciples, the elect do not co-operate with God in the work 
of their own salvation ? It is ttot. Calvinists believe, 
that the elect, though ^passive in regeneration,* are active 
in sanctification : they are ** tcorArer* together with Gody^ 
** and work out their salvation with fear and trembling.^* 
They ask, they seek, they knock — they run, they strive, 
they fight— they give all diligence to make their calling and 
election sure — ^they " press into the kingdom of God," and 
take ** the kingdom of heaven by force.^^ 

Is the Bishop's representation true— that^he elect, on 
t/alvinistic principles, however great and numerous their 
sins, are .eternally sure of their salvation ? — It is not. — ^The 
elect can have no assurance of their salvation till after their 
conversion. — And after conversion, many of them have no 
assurance during life. And even in those who enjoy that 
privilege, it is often by sin interrupted and lost. Such is 
the doctrine of the Westminster Confession (Chap. 18, 
sect. 3, 4)— -such is the doctrine of the Latger Catechism 
(Quest. 81)— -such is the doctrine of Calvinists in genera! 
— a doctrine very differeilt) indeed, from that with which 
they are unjustly accused by bis Lordship. 

Is tbe statement of Bishop Mant true — that, upon Calvi- 
nistic principles, God has preordained, predestinated {and 
doomed the reprobate to everlasting death) ruin, perdition, 
and damnation, without any reference to their fault ? — It is 
not. — ^It is as far remote from truth as light is from dark* 
riesfe. This wilj appear by comparing il, or rather conlr^a^f- 



"^ • OftlYJnists nrainlaio, that, even before regeneration, it is tlie doty 
of all to attend all the ordinances of divine institution, and to use »U 

.the means of grace which God has appointed — and that it is to those 
who attend such ordinances, and use such means, thaf he tmuUly ettm'» 
miunu!(H» ieU stating grae$* '^ 
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m0 it with the genuyie Calvinistic doctrine, as itisdiih 
tiactly stated by the Westminster Pivines. In their Con- ^ 
fe3sibn rChap. iii» sec, 7) they affirm — ^that God has or- 
dained tne reprobate to dishohour and wrath for their Wn* 
to the praise of his shrious jtsticb. In their Larger 
Catechism (Quest. 13) they assert — ^that God has passed 
by the reprobate, and ** foreordained them to dishonour 
«* and wrath, to be for their sin, inflicted to the praise if . 
^^the glory of At* jitstiob." The blasphemous doctrine 
charged upon the Calvinists by Bishop. Mant, is — ^that the 
will and pleasure of God) and not men's sins, are the caus6 
of their damnation. Their oion doctrine is the very refoerse, 
that no decrees of God, but men's own sinS:, are the sole 
cause of their condemnation. God's treatment of the re- 
probate is entirely judicial-^it proceeds upon principles of 
strii^ justice^ Uppn what groimd will he pronounce the 
doom oi the wicKed at the judgment of the great day ? 
Upon the very same ground did he determine froni all eter*' 
nity so to doom them. If there will be no injustice or cru- 
^elty in dooming the wicked to eternal misery for their ^m^ 
thi^e could not possibly be any injustice or cruelty in decree' 
wg so to doom them. Doctor Graves argues against pref> 
destination from the justice and mercy of God ; but if 
God is not unjust or unmerciful in consigning n^n to eter- 
nal separation from his presence* he was not imjust nor 
unmerciful in decreeing thus to consign them. If there is 
no cruelly nor injustice in doifig a thing,, there can be no 
cruelty nor injustice in decreeing to do it. Whatever God 
does, he decrees or determines to do : and, as there are no 
new-determinations in the divine mind, he decrees nothing 
in time^ which he did not decree from qtl eternity. These 
are the dictates of common sense, as well as of divine re* 
velation. . Let not, therefore> Dr. Millar, nor Dr. Grave6» 
nor Dr. Bruce* nor the Lord Bishop of Down and Connor 
-^et BO Arminian, Socinian, npr Arian,^ stigmatize the 
decree of reprobation as irrespective. It was no more irr 
respective, tbm the «^ndemna^n of thu^ wicked will be at 
the judgm^it of the great daf« The one is the exact coun- 
terpart of the:other. 

Bishop ]\Cant represents Calvinists as inaintaining that n^^ 
poeiribUkp whaitecer is alio w«d the n^oba^te of eaei^ing 
tiicir d€>om. Is ifais representation true f-^B is not. — Np 
fU^oT ipiposi^bility standi in the way of the salvation 4|f 
tie reprobate. No impossibility stands in thdir way, J^iit 
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that which' aggravates their guilt ; I mean that moral im- 
poasibilitj't which arises from their own hatred and ennaiy. 
None will ever be able to say, •* I was willing to accept of 
" Jesus as a Saviour, and to walk in his commandments 
" and ordinances blameless, but the decree of reprobation 
** prevented me.*' 

The heavi'est part of the charge of Dr. Grraves and Bi* 
shop Mant is — that, according to the Calvinistic S3r8tem, 
God prepares the reprobate for damnation. Is this charge 
just f—It is not. — CalvinLsts maintain that God prepares 
the elect for happiness ; but, that the reprobate, by their 
sins, prepare themselves for misery. (Rom. ix. 22, 23,) 
'* What if God, willing to show his wrath, and to make his 
'* power known, endured with much long-suffering the ves- 
^* sels of wrath fitted to destruction : And that he might 
*« make known the riches of his glory on the vessels of 
'* mercy, which he had afore prepared unto* glory." In 
this remarkable passage it is asserted, that God prepares 
the vessels of mercy for glory ; but it is not said, that God 
jUs or prepares the vessels of wrath for destruction. It is 
said, indeed, that they are fated ; but it is not said that Chd 
fits them; They are fitted not by God ; but by their own 
sins'.* 

• It may be objected, however, that these very sins were 
fbi^ordained, and could not be avoided. — Answer. The 
origin of evil is the most abstruse and difficult subject to 
which the human mind has ever been directed. That God 



* In a long continued strain of iovectiTe the Lord Bishop of Down 
and Connor pours conierapt on the Calvinistic system, by representing 
it as inconsistent with. mtWnejs and c/cwicnc.V. For this purpose he 
plubges into* polUics, etid charges the' Scotch Covenanters with selling 
their. king, and the English Calvinists «irith biheading him. Now, were 
his Lordship, able tp.pioye that the Scotch Covenanters sold king 
Charles T— ^whicli I am convinced he will never be able to do — and 
tiiiat he wa6 afterwards beheaded by the EnglishCalvinists— which we 
do wot deny-^Mrhat foU'ows ? Dt»s it follow, that the Galvimsts of that 
ege werO/Rioce ftroeiout^ than ArrainiaDi under the .subsequent reignt 
of Charles II and James VII ? Does his Lordship mean to tell us 
BOW, in the nineteenth century, that there was more cruelty in be- 
heading en drbitriirj/ iyranniml despot^ who; in violation of the Bri- 
tish constitdtlon, was trempling uhder bigfeet the . liberties df his sob •> 
MCts, than in dfiluging %oUh the best blood of hertiiitttns a whoUruiiion 
fir twenty-tight years ^ Surely his Lordship's prudence bad eoni* 

Sletely forsaken birfi', when hb advertccl at' all to ihe transactioi'js pf 



is not the author of ain, Cahinists as well as Arminians and 
others strenuously maintain. — The contrary imputation they 
repel with abhorrence. — ^They maintain that all good comes 
from God, and that all evil comes from the creature. This, 
however, they do not consider inconsistent with the doc- 
trine — " That God has foreordained whateverjcomes to pass." 
— sinful actions not excepted. The decree that sin should*'^ 
by divine permission, have a place among the works of God, 
does not make God the author of sin ; for sin's introduc- 
tion IS not to be ascribed to any positive influence of the 
Deity. That God permits sin, all must acknowledge ; for 
if he did not permit it, it could not exist. Now, if he 
permits it, he must mli to permit it ; he must decree to per- 
mit it. God can do nothing without a previous act of his 
own will J or, in other words, without a previous decree. 
That God decreed to permit sin, is a position which admits 
of no rational contradiction. It is also demonstrably evi- 
dent, that if God's permitting sin does not make him the 
author of sin, neither is he made the author of sin by de* 
creeing to permit it. If there be no harm in doing a thing, 
there can be no harm in decreeing to do it. 

That God from all eternity decreed, that sin, by divine 
permission, should have a place among his works, I prove 
by the following arguments :-^ . ' 

1. My first argument is drawn from the appointment of 
Jesus as a Baviour. That God determined to send his Son 
into the world to save sinners, none will deny : and, as 
i&ere are no new determinations in the divine mind, he must 
have so determined from all eternity. Now, if God from 
all eternity determined or decreed to send his Son into the 
world to save his people from their sins, he must have de- 
creed from all eternity, that those sins, by divine permis- 
Bioti, should have a place among his works — it must have 
been from all eternity certain that they would have such a 
place r for if it were pos^ble that those sins might never 
be cominitted, then it was possible that God might decree 
ti> send bis Son in vain^ ' 

2. My second argument il^' drawn from the appointment 
of a general judgment, (Acts, xvii. 3i;) <* Because he 
** bath appointed a day in the which he will judge the world 
** in righteousness by that man whom he hath ordained." 
]^ow if God on this day will condemn the wicked, he must 
«)»0.Qr (a^ermioe to Qondemn them ; for he can do notbkigi 
without previously wUUng or daemiitiing to do it v and ai 
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tiiere caa be no new purposes or idetermiiiatioas in the dp- 
vine isind, God must have determined or decreed from att 
etermty to condemn the wicked. And, still farther ; if 
God decreed from all eternity to condemn the wicked for 
their sina^ it must, hare been certain from all eternity that 
those sins would be committed. If it were possible* that 
the persons whom God from all eternity decreed to con- 
demn and punish might never sin ; then it was possible that 
God might condemn and punish the imnocewt. It is there^ 
fore^ demonstrably evident, from the divine procedure at 
the general judgment, that God from all eternity decreed 
that sin, through divine permission, should have a place 
among his works. Should any allege, that neither th^ do^ 
cree that Jesus Christ should ciHne into the world to save 
sinners, nor the decree that at the judgment oCtbe great 
day he should condemn and punish sinners — should any al- 
lege that neither of these decrees proves that the fiiturition 
of ain was decreed^ but only that the futurition of sin was 
cerUdUi I shall answer their objection in 

3. My THIRD ASouAEENT, which is drawn from the fore* 
knowledge of God.-^The foreknowledge of God proves lue 
decrees. 1 1 proves, that God foreordained whatever comes 
to pass, sinful actions not excepted. — ^If God from all eter- 
mij foresaxD all events, it was from all eteroglty certain that 
those events would occur. For example ;, if God from ail 
eternity foreknew that Dr. B. would write a book against 
die plenary inspiration of his word, the Divinky and Atone- 
ment of his Son, the Supreme Peity of his Spirit, &;c. thep 
it was c^tain from all eternity that Dr. B. would write that 
^ooki If it was possible that Dr. B. might never write 
that book, though God -foreknew that he would write it, 
then it was possible for the Deity to be mistaken and disap- 
pointed 1 Every person must see, that it is impossible for 
the Deity to know that a thing exists, if it does not redO^ 
Vid certainly exist. Equally impossible is it to foreknow 
that a thing will exist, if its^tir^ existence is not certaia* 
As hwwled^e presupposes the certain present existence of 
things knoamt so forekn&wlei^e presupposes the cerUdn 
fiOuire eaAstence of things foreknown^ If God* thereforei 



^ Th« reader will «tUl bear \n mmd, that f do not fpeak of ao 4(#o* 
hOt oT motural pDtsiybilHjr or inipottilUlitsr.— f ineMtoa tbif to pffevMH 
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from all eternity foresaw whatever conies to pass, the fiitnris 
' existence of every thing that comes to pass was from all 
eternity certain. ^ 

To say that God forestaw any thing as future which yet 
never come to pass, is an evident contradiction. It is .to 
0ay that God foresaw it, and yet did not foresee it : for that 
which never comes to pass could never be the object either 
of sigJU, or foresight — of knowledge, or foreknowledge^ 
Arminians sometimes labour hard to prove, that foreknow* 
ledge could have no influence on future actions ; but they 
labour in vain : they labour to prove what we do not deny* 
We do not say, that foreknowledge renders future events 
certain ; but we contend, that it pre-supposcs their cer- 
tainty. Foreknowledge does not constitute, but it proves 
the certainty of future events. This is what we assert.* 
^ NoWi if all things that come to pass were from all eter- 
nity certain, what tendered them certain ? To bring things 
out of a state of mere possibility of existence into a state 
cf certain futurition, is an effect ; and every effect mu^ 
hav^ a cause. In this case, what was the <;ause t The 
clause must have either been the things themselves, or the 
decree of the Deity. It could not be the things themselves 
that rendered their own future existence certain ; for nothing 
can produce an eflbct before it exists : it follows then, by 
necessary consequence, that it was the mil of decree of the 
Deity. — ^Thus, the doctrine of divine decrees, notwithstand- 
ing the contempt with which it is loaded, appears to WB 
capable of the strictest demonstratitm. The steps are ex* 
tremely simple, God from all eternity foreknew all things 
thatcometo pass ; therefore, all those things, were from sdl 
eternity certain. Again : What rendered the future exish 
tence of ^ose things certain ? Was it the will of God— kw 
was it the things themselves ? — ^It must have been eithe? 
the one or the o^er of these causes. It could not be the 



* Dr. Dwight (TheoL p. 199) says, " Foreknowledge renders the fu- 
Mvtwre existence of that which is foreknown certain ; therefore the ao- 
** lions of the agent supposed are all rendered certain and will of coupao: 
• exist.** Arid again (p. 200), " God's foreknowledge of voluntary ao- 
*' tioris (foes in no respect lessen or affect their freedom, although it 
** i«7itfer«<l|eir future existence absolutely certain." *' Aliquando dor- 
^ initat bonus HoRieru^.'*-;-The Doctor here has expressed himself quite 
load Yertently and inconsistently with what he has elsewhere maintain* 
ad. He elsewhere maintains, that foreknowledge can have no in^u^nc^ 
whatever on the nature of actiooi. 
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tbiQgi tenselves ; fi>r no caHM cao produce an effect be- 
fore it exists. It must therefore have been the vnU of ik^ 
DeUp-^oTj in other words — the dimne decree.'^See Ed* 
ward*^ Remark^,) 

Doetor Adam Clarke maintains that there is> atrictly 
speaking, no forefcnawledge nor afierknowledge with the 
4>eity — ^tbat hS» knowledge is all present knowledge — that« 
pafll» preneoti and futuret are with the Deitf (me etmuU not^. 
To this opinion Arcbhis^op Tillotson, one of the ablest de- 
fimjers of the Arminian system, was quite opposed. He 
poured upon it the utmost contempt. To mei the opinion 
iippears quite rational. — I agree with the Doctor, ratb^r 
than with the Archbishop. I am is one of the names of the 
Deity ; and our Saviour says, not before Abraham was» / 
tt)a#, but, Before Abraham was, I am. It appears to me» 
that past, present, and future) are all equally present with 
tb^ Deity. With him, past knowledge, and present know* 
lodge, and future knowledge, are all the same. I therefore 
pei^ctly agree with Dr^ Clarke, Mr. Drew and others, in 
this view of the knowledge of God,-^It is in my mind both 
more scriptural and more philosophical than th9^ of the 
learned Prelate. At the same time, I perfectly agree with 
the Archbishop, in wondering that men should *' oall thi^ 
'* explaining things." It gives no explanation at all of the 
Arminian (SfficuUy* On Uie contrary, it exibits the diffi<r 
culty in a more striking point of light* It renders the GOBr 
tradiption of foreseeing contingencies more apparent^ Dqqs 
not Qod's knowledge of past events prove the certainty of 
tboiie events ? — does not bis knowledge of present event? 
prove the certainty of those events ?-^n the s^^ne prioc^ 
pie, does not his knowledge oifutvre events prove the oer* 
\MOiy of those events ? If, with: tbe Deity, foreknowledge, 
present knowledge, and after knowledge, are all the same, 
then they all equally presuppose and pnnc^ the certainty 
of their object. — As nothing can be otherwise than God sees 
it to be ; so nothing can be otherwise than he foresees it. 
If, with the Deity, foreknowledge and present knowledge 
are the same, then what is true o^ present knowledge is also 
true of/breknowledge ; but jpre^en^ knowledge preMifimMee 
^diproves the certainty of the thing known ; and, there* 
ft>re foreknowledge must also presuppose and prom the 
certainty of the thing foreknown. No Arminian in the 
world can possibly refiite this reasoning, nor evade the force 
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af it, w^ioBt tran^luif noder kk feei H» very Arsi priftci- • 
ptos of «rfumeatatioii.. 

I>ivin€S of the first*rate lelffoing and talents are aeiiay[>te 
of this : the J deGtiae^the coiitaroversy, and resolve Urn wboirn 
into faith. — Socinians, finding that they must either give up 
the contingency of future events or the. foreknowledge i^ 
God, adopted the desperate alternative of making a sacri- 
fice of this divine attribute.— Dr. A. Clarke, following their 
steps, has chosen to give up the omniscience of Deity rather 
than his Arminian tenets* Dr. Millar and Doctor GreTes-^ 
with a modesty more becoming Christian Divines, eottfisss 
the weakness of their own faculties, and, finding demon- 
stration against them, endeavour to make their escape lof 
taking refuge in faith. Arminian writers of an infisiior class; 
with less reason but more effrontery, pertinaciously adhere 
to their principles, not only in the &ce of demonstration, 
but in contempt and defiance of those self-evident trulhcH^ 
those axioms on which demonstration is founded.* 



*'-From my Defence of Creeds and Confessions, Mr. M'Afee quotes tll6 
following words : ^ Every person must see, that it is impossible iot the 
«' Deitj to knout that a thing exists, if it does not really and eertainljf 
*^ exist. Equal)}' impossible is it to foreknow that a thing toill exist. If 
>< its ftiture existence is not certain.'* On this quotation be makes the 
following remark : *^ The first proposition in this quotation is evidently 
** true ; but the latter appears to me, not only to be erroneous, but con* 
** trary to that timidity aud modesty which should accompany all our 
^* disquisitions concerning the unsearchable God." — Now, if the know- 
ledge and /orektmiDled^e of the Deity are the same, is it not a se!f-«vi^ 
dent truth — is it not an axiom-r-tfaat what is true of the hnowUdgt 6i 
God, must be also true df his foreknowledge ? Yet the timid and 
ttiodest Mr. McAfee, in defiance of this axiom, modestly affirms of the 
divine knoteledge, what he deifies of thtforeknotoledge of Deity ! — Such 
is that champion of Armtnianitm whom Mr. Drew, editor of thelmperia] 
Magazine, dignifies with the epithet of an ** able antagonist." If con- 
tinuing to reason after one is defeated — if continuing to argue in the 
face, not only of demonstration, but of axioms — if this constitutes an 
able antagonist, Mr. McAfee has certainly strong claims to that title. 

** In reasoning, too, the parson owned his skill; 

«' For, even though vanquished, he could argue ^till.*' 
But will the reader believe that this same '^able antagonist,^^ who, 
even in the fac^ of self-evrdent truths, reasons against the certainty of 
future events, lias, in the very same pamphlet,y^% admUied that cer^ 
tainiy ? '^ The espousers of liberty are well aware of an objection 
*^ urged against their scheme by the advocates for necessity and 
** Calvinism. Why fit is triumphantly asked,) is there so mtich 
«• stress laid upon the freedom of the will ? Are not the good And evil 
«* actions the samq, in point of ceTtainty, as if they had been all de^^ 
*^ creed ? and will not the number of the saved and lost be as definite 
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4. With regiurd to whatever comes to pass, God mcuit 
dther be wUling that it should come to pass, or tmunlUng* 
If he is unwilling that it should come to pass, and yet it 
does come to pass, then his will is crossed, and he is unhappy. 



« at the last, according to the doctrine of liberty, as according to thai 
** of necessity ? Granting the certainty of the actions and the definite- 
«< nest of the numbers* spoken of, we only saythattbingsarejustasthey 
'^ really are.*— Again — The number is definite by that eertainly whicb 
^ always accompanies contingent actions." He afterwards admits, 
that the number of the saved would be actually as great, and finally 
certain, as if Deity had passed Calvinistic decrees concerning them* 
Thus, irappears, that this able antagonist gives up the whole contro- 
versy, and surrenders to the Calvinists at discretion. If the certainty 
of an event does not destroy liberty,how could that liberty be destroyea 
by the decree of God, which rendered the event certain ? If appren' 
tteeship does not forfeit the freedom of a corporation town, no roan can 
forfeit that freedom by being bound an apprentice. If the apprentice- 
ship itself cannot deprive him of Iris freedomi the binding him an ap- 
prentice — or thai act by uihichhe was bound — cannot deprive him of it: 
so, in like manner, if certainty cannot destroy liberty, the decree of 
God constituting that certainty cannot destroy it. By admitting cer- 
tainty of event, Mr. McAfee has given up the Arminian cause. All 
the necessity we plead for is a necessity consisting in certainty of event. 
A natural necessity, a universal necessity, a necisssity of compuIs!oo« 
coaction, or constraint, is unjustly and injuriously charged on the Cal- 
vinistic system by its ignorant or prejudiced opponents* Mr. McAfee 
quotes President Edwards, strongly disclaiming, and decidedly con- 
demning the doctrine of a universal necessity ^ and yet this ^ able 
*^ antagonist," with his characteristic timidity and regard for truth, 
modestly charges Edwards, and Calvinists in general, with holding 
that same universal necessity ! Absurdly confoundiiMthe laws of mind 
with those of matter, he even attempts by a diagram to demonstrate the 
absurdity of the Calvinistic system ! Had I considered Mr. M^Afee'f 
piamphlet worthy of an answer, my motto would have been, *' Thou 
^ shalt ^ot bear false witness against thy neighbour.'* 

Mr. McAfee admits that the number of the saved and tlie lost ^^ is 
<< definite by that certainty which always accompanies contingeni 
*< events — that is to say — the certainty which accompanies uncertain 
events ! Who can doubt that such a writer is an ^* able antagonist?'* 

Again — Mr. McAfee declares (p. 24,) that, as a compensation for 
^at death incurred by the fall, a decree is passed, which determines 
the resurrection of every man ; and that God immutably purposed to 
rolse all men from the dead. He also admits, that the number of the 
sftved and the lost is as definite as if fixed by a Caikinistic decree* 
Take these doctrines in connexion, and the amount of them is, That 
God has passed a decree, and immutably purposed, to raise to the re- 
aurrection of damnation a definite number of the human family — ^and 
all this as a compensation for that death which they incurred by th« 
fall ! By such mild, and sensible doctrine, our «< able antagonist^' pro- 
poses to mend Calvinistic decrees ! How appropriate the modest title 
of hif pamphlet, « A Rational and Scriptural Investigation l^ 
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No man can rationally maintain that €k>d is unwilling that 
sin should have a place in his works. If he maintains this, 
he must run into the gross absurdity of maintaining, thai 



Mr. McAfee, id his preface, iiiforms us — not that his design was to 
answer the arguments of his opponent ; no, this might be troublesome; 
but he infovros us — that his plan was « to advance a system as forciblj 
*^ and argumentatiyely as possible, which, if true, nece»arily proves 
^ that of the Rev. Gentleman he opposes to be false/^Kow* one 
would suppose that this ^ able antagonist" would grant his opponent 
the same privilege. One would think, that, according to the law laid 
down by Mr. McAfee, the Calvinist, by proving hi» own system tnt^ 
at the same time proves Mr. McAfee's to befalte. But — no such thing. 
This ^' able antagonist" explains the laws of war quite differently. 
Page 30, he states them thus : <* Before it can be proved, Sir, that we 
^ sinned in Adam as a federal head, from the words now in question, 
** the absurdity of the above conclusions must be clearly shown, and tha 
^ various arguments advanced throughout these epistles fairly and 
*^ rationally answered." So then, Arminians are not bound to answer 
the arguments of CdMnUts ; but Calvinists are inditpensably obliged 
to answer all the arguments oiArmiiniaru ! The Arminian has only 
to prove his own system true, in order to prove Calvinism false ; but 
the Calvinist must prove Armioianism JaUt before he can prove his 
own system true / 

Such is the. logic of Mr. McAfee; and the editor of the Imperial 
Magazine assures us, that Mr. McAfee is ^ an able antagonist." 

In this miscellaneous note> I should have taken some notice of the 
efforts of Mr. Drew, editor of the Imperial Magazine, to reconcile eofi' 
Hnge^Lcy with foreknotcledge. Of metaphysics, when used on the Jlr- 
minion side m the controversy, he appears very >fond-^and is himself 
no contemptible metaphysician — but when used by Calvinittf^ ha doat 
not seem to like them at all. He discovers a particular dislike to tba 
metaphysical ^< fastnesses," firom which President Edwards and some' of 
his succes'sort cannot easily be dislodged. Could Mr. Drew raise as. 
many Arminian troops as wouM storm those fastnesses,! am convinced 
ba would do an essential service to the Arminian cause. For his own 
ptLtty he uses every effort in his power ; but, in my humble opinion, 
without success. In attempting to reconcile the contingency of human 
actions with divine foreknowledge, he soars so high in the regions of 
metaphysicsi that, to my feeble sfght^ he becomes quite invisible. I 
find it iropoBsiblei and, I am happy to say, unnecessafy to follow him 
io his flight — I see him when he rises, and recognise him when he da- 
scends. He represents the Deity — I write from recollection — as pena* 
tratiog duration, and locking back, ar it ware, at contingent aventSy 
I<Mdciiig at them as if they were past<»— He seems, however, strangely to 
forget, that his seeing those events proves their certainty — no matter 
whether he looks baeSward at them, at forward at them : If he sees them 
at 4^ their existence must be certaluy and Arminian contingency|must 
ba overthrown ! An Arminian writer in tba Impenal Magazine— « 
writer of vary respectable talants, Mr. Tvckar^ of Belfast, has aban- 
doned the absurd doctrine of contingency. I am decidedly of tba 
opinion, that Dr. Clarke, Mr. Drew, and all Arminians whateveri would 
diieovar their wisdom bf imitating his axampla.^ 
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9in h^fai^$e4 Us way into th^ uHf^is cf Goiin ogpasitUm 
Uf Ike diiBiae wiUr-^n dqficince ^ the JHvine Bieingt H^ 
B%iist loaintain, that the wUl of tb^ Peity is crossed in mil- 
lions of millions of instances, and that the ever-blessed God, 
iostead of being the most happ^ is, in reality, the most. 
miserable being in the universe.. Now, if God be not uti- 
willing that sin should have a place among his works, he 
must be toilUng ; and if he is willing, then he decrees it ; 
for with God, to will and to decree are the same thing. 

Dr. Bruce, in common with all Socinians, Arminains, 
and AriarvS) ridicules the distinction between the secret and 
revealed will of God, or his will of decree and his will of 
c<Hamand. He writes thus : (p. 174) <« Nor do the most 
*' learned advocates for this doctrine shrink from these ab^ 
" siird and blasphemous consequences : for thus they write : 
*< The Lord sometimes orders a thing to be done by a man ; 
•* and yet by his secret will does not wish that it should be 
<* done by him f ' for God has a secret and revealed will. 
'< It does not follow because He commands all men to be- 
<< lieve in Christ, that he wills them to do so. But though 
** we cannot understand how Gpd can be unwilling that 
^« his commands should be executed, yet we ought not to 
*' deny it. Though God calls the wicked to repentance^ 
«^« he does not wish them to be saved. Though he declares, 
*' that he wishes the wicked or reprobate to believe, he 
«< does not actually wish it. God does not always iheaii 
*^ what he says that he means ; and yet is not guilty of hy- 
" pocrisy." So that, according to these Divines, God prac- 
*^ tises mental reservation, when he wills that '* allmea 
«' should be saved, and come to the knowledge of the truth.*' 
" It is to be feared, that some mercenary or fanatical de- 
"Hslaimers even labour to aggravate these horrible repre- 
** sentations. 

Thus Dr. B., in his usual manner^ endeavours to bring 
Calvinism into contempt, by charging upon it the most 
foolish things said by its advocates. I must therefore again 
ranund my readers, that the foolish and absurd things said 
by Calvinists are nor CaZi?tmV97i«r— The non8ensical»*contca« 
dictory, and blasphemous expression of Piscator — if ever 
he uttered .them, which Ivery nauch doubt— Calvinists hold 
in sovereign contempt. Nor do I believe the: most merce- 
nary or fanatical declaimer living would approve^ much less 
aggravate, suc^h hortibje representations. A Htde more of 
that charity which t^pjl^th. no ev^ wou^ l^ave ^.gr^at im- 
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deney to:allwf th« Do^or^f fettrs i^ siieli siAjaeter.— Dr. Bl 
laid crttet: writers iii^3r poor coi!itetiipt on ^d d6stiii€tioii 
between Gt>d's will of decree and his will c^ eommand ; 
but tbey will never be able to prove it gronndless^ Tbey 
cannot deny, as I have already shown, that it is the will of 
God, that sin should have a place among his w^rks. The 
Qxidtetice of sin is not contrary to his decretive or providen- 
tial xnWy otherwise there couM be no sin at all ; and yet all 
will granTntet it id iJontrarjT to Mr preceptive will — ^his wiU 
of coitimand. , The distinctioti, therefore, between the se- 
cret und revealed will of 6od-»-or rather between his will of 
decree and his will of command, is capaUenot only of proof, 
but of demonstration. The distinction is not only founded 
in reason, but is taught with the clearest evidence in the 
BBcred v^ume. " Though we cannot understand' ' — says 
Trigland ad cited by the Doctor—** Though we cannot 
'* understand, how God can be unwiUing that his command* 
** should be executed ; yet we ought not to deny it." Dr. 
B« denies it ; but if he does, he must also deny the word of 
Ood. God commanded Abrahatn to sacrifice his son Isaac, 
and yet he was unwilling his command should be executed. 
-—Will the Doctor deny this? God decreed that Isaac 
should not be sacrificed ; and yet he commanded that he 
should be sacrificed. Will the Dr. deny this ? — Let Dr. B. 
(say-f^let all the opponents of Calvinism say — ^Is not this a 
decisive instance of the distinction between God's vrill of 
decree and will of command ? his providential and precep- 
tive will ? Again — ^God commanded Pharaoh to let Israel 
go, and yet hardened Ms heart so that he should not let 
them go. Here, again; the distipction between God's will 
of command and his will of decree is as clear as noon day. 

Another striking instance of this important distinction is 
recorded in 2 Sam. xii. 11, .12, <*Thus sayetii die Lord, 
*« behold, I will raise »up evil against thee out of thine' own 
'^ house) and I will tal^e thy wives before thine ey6s, and 
^* give them unto thy neighbour, and he shall lie with thy 
/* wives in the sight of this sun. For thou didst it secretly : 
•* but I v^ill do this before all Israel, and before the sun*'* 
WiU any person deny, that it was the decretive or promder^ 
tial toiU of God, that David's adultery and murder should 
ibe punished by the subsequent incest of his unnatural son 
Absalom ? And^will any person deny, that Absalom's in- . 
;C^t Was contrary to God's preceptive itiU 7 Surely not* 

Once mote : The sdling of Joseph into Egypt was sin* 



^M 



t32 

fid. liwaBeoninryioihepree^wevnUofGod'^ aiklyet 
it was quite agreeable to his pr&mdential t0tS, or his will ef 
decree, '< It was not you that sent me hither," says Joseph, ' 
'< but God. Ye thought evil against me ; but God meant 
'< it unto good." — In like manner, the crucifixion of the 
Redeemer, though contrary to the revealed will of God, and 
highly criminal, was nevertheless agreeable to his will of 
decree. It was by the *< determinate counsel andforekna0' 
*' ledge cf God tha4 he was taken, and by reicked hands crU'- 
" eified and slainJ*^ All the indignities and cruelties of 
the Jews were nothing more than God's *< hand and counsel 
" determined before to be done.^^ *• Those things, which God 
<< before had showed by the mouth of his prpphets that Christ 
'* should suffer, he so fulfilled." 

The last instance I shall quote — for the instances are al- 
most innumerable — is Rev. xvii. 17, " For God hath put in 
*^^ their hearts to fulfil his will, and to agree and give their 
'' kingdom unto the beasts, until the word of God shall be 
*' fulfilled." Will Dr. B. deny — will any opponent of Cal- 
vinism deny, that for the ten kings to give their kingdom 
to the beasts was contrary to the revealed will of God?* 
or, will any deny that it was agreeable to bis will of decree ? 
They fulfilled his vntl. — WhcU mil ? not bis preceptive wUl 
surely. It must have been his will of decree or purpose,. 
If my learned antagonists, or any other opponents of the 
Calvinistic system, think they can explaia the above-cited 

, passages, without admitting a distinction between God's 
will of -decree and his will of command ; let *them try it. 
Let them show, if they can, that the arguments drawn, first 
from r^o^on'and then from Scripture^ are inconclusive : but 
let them not think to run down the distinction by the quota- 
tion of a few nonsensical sayings — sayings which all Cal- 
vinists, as well as Socinians, ^Arminians, and Arians con* 
demn. 

Our opponents allege,* that this distincticm which we 
make between God's will of command and will of decree, 
repre9ents the Deity a^ possessed of two contradictory 
wills. In answer to this objection, I would observe, that 
if tie distinction is a matter of fact-^as I have proved it 
to be-'-my opponents are as much bound to reconcile any 

-apparent contradiction as / am. My object, however, be- 
ing, not so much to silence an adversary, as to investigate 
truth, I would observe^— That God's will of command an4 
will of decree are not to be regarded as two different ap(} 
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o^osite wSto; but as the mime will operating diffisrerK^/^ « 
on dilfereDt ob|ects.-— An apothecary permits poison to ^^Ji^ 
ter hi9 shop — ^not as poison — ^not for thepurpose of iZM^rsc^. 
ing h%8feU&w*men — ^but he permits its entrance, that, beiHj" 
compounded with other ingredients, it may eventually he^ 
come a pov^erfid medicine. If an apothecary, without any 
ocmtradi^tion) may jproAi&if poison iaa poison^ and yet pre- 
^cnb0 it as a medicine ; may not the Deity, without any 
'contradiction, prohibit sin €ls sin^ and yet- permit it, and 
decree that through his perm^issUm it shall have a place in 
his works, for the greater manifestation of his own glorys 
and the greater happiness of the universe at large ?-^ - 
" There is no inconsistency of contrariety," says President 
Edwards, <« between the preceptive and decretive will of 
^^ God. ' It is very consistent to suppose that God may 
^< hate the Ihing itself, and yet will that it should come to 
^^ pass. , Yea, I do not fear to assert that the thing itself 
"may be contrary to God's will, and yet that it may he 
<^ agreeable to his will that it should come to pass ; because 
'' his will in the one case has not the same object with his 
*^ will • in the other casp. To suppose God to have con- 
** trary wills towards the same object is a contradiction ; 
''but it is not so to suppose him to have contrary wills 
" about diffeient objects. The thing itse^—^n^ that the 
*' thing should come to pass — are different, as is evident ; be- 
" cause it b. possible thstt the one mdi.yhegood and the other 
" may be evil. The thing itself may be evil, and yet it 
" may be a good thing that it should come to pass. It may 
** be a good thkig that an evil thing should come to pass : 
" and ol^entimes it most certainly and undeniably is so, and 
«* proves so." Agreeably to these remarks, we may ob- 
serve, that the crucifixion of Christ was, in itself, an eoU 
^ing-^-<me of the win'st things that ever occurred ; and 
yet the occurrence of that event was the greatest blessing 
ever conferred on our apostate family. That '' every sin 
*' has in it something of the good work of God," is one of 
those foolish sayings broUght forward by our author to 
blacken Calvinism — ^a saying which all Calvinists abhOr. 
I would nevertheless say, without the fear of rational cohtrak- 
diction. That not one sin was ever permitted to enter the 
works of God, but vnll ultimately be overruled to the promo- | 

tbm 4^ universal good. (Psal. Ixxvi. 10) «* Surely the | 

'* wrjath of man shall praise thee ; the remainder of wrath i 

'' riudt ihw^ seabrsan." (Rom^ viii. 2B) " And we knofr 
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* " that all thinjps work together for good to ihem that Icrre 
'* God." Had sin never entered, God's love in sendia^ 
his son — the love of Jesus in dying for sinners — or the love 
of the Holy Ghost in applying the work of redemption, 
could, never have heen displayed. The grace of God ia 
pardoning the guilty, and his mercy in saving the miseraMe, 
could .never have heen manifested. Meekness, patience, 
forgiveness of injuries) and other Christian virtues, could 
never have been exercised. Men would never have been 
exalted to so high a state of dignityand glory, nor angels to 
such a state of felicity. Though sinj therefore, o^ sm, be 
contrary to the will of Gk)d, it is not cpntrary to the will of 

, his decreet to permit so much sin to enter his works, as 
under his infinitely wise providence shall ultimately termi- 
nate in the more illustrious display of all his perfections, 
and the greater felicity of the universe, at large.* Nor do- 
we make God the author of sin by 'maintaining that he de- 
creed to permit sin, and that by such permission sin should 
have, a place among his works. The influence of the Deity 
with regard to sin, is very different from that which he em- 
ploys in the production of holiness. The production of 
holiness requires the positwe injluence of the Deity, imd 
therefore he is properly the author of holiness ; but the in- 
troduction of sin requires no sUch influence, and therefore 
the Deity is not the author of sin. To produce light re- 
quires positive influence ; but no such influence is neces- 
sary to, the production o^ darkness. The sun, by the pout- 
ing forth of his rays, has a positive influence in the produc- 
tion of light ; but all that is necessary to the production of 
darkness (if I may use the expression,) is the withdrawing 
of tliose rays. When the sun withdraws his rays, darkness 
ensues ; but shall we therefore siiy^ that the sun is the an* 
thor of darkness ? Surely not. EqusJly absurd would it 
be to charge God with bemg the author of sin, because, on 
withholding that divine influence which would have pre* 



* «' If any maiji," says Bishop Davenant, "shall go about to wi 
<' men's will at liberty, and to tie up short the decreeing and determrn- 
^< iag will of God, as if this had not the determining stroke amongst 
^V aU possible evil actions and events which, shall iufallibly be, aad 
^* which shall infallibly not be, he may avoid the suspicion of Stoicism 
*< or Manicheism, but he can hardly avoid the suspicion of Atheism. 
<* For the greater number of men's actions being wicked and evil, if 
^( these come into act 'without God'e determiaatd counsel and decree, 
*< human affairs are more over-ruled by man's wiU tiianhy God's*'^ 
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vented it, mn enters tilie wor^ of God. Afain : The sua 
thaws snow and ice by the influence of his heat ; but the 
production of snow or ice requires no such positive influ- 
ence. When the sun withdraws his rays, snow and i6e en- 
sue ; but would any one say that the sun is the author of 
snow or ice ? Surely not. In like manner, when God is 
said to harden mens' hearts, no positive influence is in- 
tended. All that is necessary to produce the. eflect is^~ 
to give men up to the hardness of their own hearts, by 
withholding that grace which would otherwise mollify 
them. (Psal. Ixxxi. 12,) « So I gave them up unto 
«* their own hearts' lusts, and they walked in their own 
*♦ counsels." 

The most formidable objection brought against Calvi- 
nistic decrees iS) that they are 'inconsistent with liberty or 
free agency* In reply to this objection, I would observe, 
H^sX there is no greater difficulty in reconciling the decrees 
of God with the free agency of man, than there is in re- 
conciling the foreknowledge of God with the same fi-ee 
agency. Whenever the Arminian or the Arian solves the 
tditter difficulty, we will solve the former. Archbishop 
Tillotson, Doctor Millar, Doctor Graves, and all the ablest 
opponents of Calvinism, confess themselves unable to re- 
concile the foreknowledge of God with the freedom of 
human actions, and plead, as an apology, the weakness of 
their faculties. 

Now»if our opponents, Arminians, Socinians, and Anans^ 
are unable to reconcile the foreknowledge of God witll the 
free agency of man — Why do they call upon us to recon- 
cile the decrees of God with the same free agency ? Tf the 
doctrine of the divine* decrees is clearly taught in the sacred 
volume^ and can be demenstraled even t)y reason — and if 
the free agency of man- is also taught both by experience 
and Scripture — may we not safely conclude, that thos^ dpo 
trines are not inconsistent^ though, from the limited nature 
of our faculties, we should be unable to reconcile them ?— 
This is surely as good a solution of the difficulty in our 
fSase, as the Arminians have given in theirs. Nay, I main^ 
tain that the solution is inflnitely better. For no solution can 
ever reconcile a contradiction. We can demottstrate, and 
we have demonstrated, that it implies a contradiction;^ 
maintain, that God can foresee future contingent actions or 
^ents;» In ^ain, therefore^ do Arminian and Arian divines 
plead the weaJu^jass of their faculties.^ The facultii^ of as 
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tmgd conlcl not reconcile a contradictioii. If Armininii 
and Arian Doctors he permitted, in the faoe of reason and 
domonBtration* to resolve into fai^ the doctrine of the DMne 
ftreknowledge of conHngent events^ why may not the Doctors 
of ihe fchurch of Rome he also permitted to resolve into 
flkith the db^rd doctrine of trafumhatantiation? No doc* 
tfine can possibly be true which contradicts either onr 
senses, or our reason. I grant, indeed, that doctrines may 
be o&ooe olir reason? and then we may resolve them into 
fakh ; but if they are really self-contradictory ; and if the 
contradiction can be demonstrated; they canMft be the 
doctrine's of Divine Revelation. Our opponents, indeed, 
consider Calvintstic decrees as unreasonable — alls inconsis- 
tent with the free agency of man ; but have they evef been 
able to demonstrate a contradiction? They have not. The 
great question between Calvinists and their opponents is 
thi»^— Can God create free agents , and gwem free agents, 
and have aU his ends, designs, and purposes respectvi^ the 
Jinal destination of these agents accomplished toithout in- 
fringing their liberty or free agency ? We say he can, and 
OUT opponents say he can not. I believe that my Maker 
created me' a free and accountable agent — I believe that he 
had a particular design to accomplish by me — and I firmly 
believe, that he can and mil accomplish that design, with- 
out doing me the slightest injustice, or infringing in the 
least my liberty or free agency. Let the opponents of Calvi- 
nism demonstrate, if they can, that this creed involves a con- 
tradiction. This is a task they have never yet been able to ac- 
complish, and I am convinced they never will. I now say 
' again, that if we can demonstrate by reason, and prove 
from Scripture, the doctrine of divine decrees; and also 
the doctrine of the free agency of man, we may safely con- 
clude, tjiat those doctrines are perfectly consistent, though, 
from the weakness of our faculties, we may feel unable to 
reconcile them. On this ground we might safely take Qur 
stand ; but if we could proceed a little farther in this diffi- 
cult subject ; and if we could actually reconcile those doc- 
trines; an object of great magnitude would be obtained* 
To accomplish this object has long been a problem in'divi* 
nity. If I am not much mistaken, Doctor Dwight, of 
America, has ultimately succeeded. I shall give the sohi- 
lion in his own words : (p. 199.) " I will suppose once 
^ more a voluntary agent, either self-e&istent or existing 
<* cadually, possessing powerU of imderstaH&tg^ similiyr in 
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<^ thdr exVmi to those of ang^ or of men ; and, at the 
^ eame 1ime,free|in the highest sense annexed to that term* 
** Let him he also supposed to he known and comprehen^^ 
** ed by God in the same perfect manner in which any 
^ angel or man is known by him ; so that God can foresee 
** wiUi an omniscient survey and absolute certainty) all his 
*< future actions. At the same time let it be supposed,|iiat 
i* God exercises over him no government or influence wnat- 
** ever. This being will undoubtedly be acknowledged to 
^ be free, even by those who make this objection ; because 
** he was neither brought into existence by the wUl of God^ 
** nor- is controlled nor influenced in any manner whatever 
'< by any will beside his own. Let me further suppose, 
** what) as it must be granted, cannot lessen or aflect his 
** freedom, that all his actions, thus foreseen, are agree- 
** able . to the divine pleasure. NoW) let me ai&, whether 
** the divine^ onmiscience could not contrive, and the divine 
«< power- create, a being exactly resembling this which I 
'• have here supposed, in every respect ; except that he 
** was not self-existent, nor casually existent ; and so per- 
^ feet a copy« that he would difler from this supposed being 
** numerically only ;: would possess the same attributes; be 
** in'ahe same circumstances ; and perform both in sobi 
** stance and mode exactly the- same actions. Were this 
** siippQsed being, for example, to be placed by God in his 
«' kingdom, in qertsun circumstances, and actinf^ a certain 
'*. part in the system, which was exactly agreeable to the 
** divine, pleasure $ would net the created being who was 
** his perfectcounterpart, if substituted in his place, perform 
*^ precisely the same actions, with the same faculties, and 
*' the same freedom ? The only difler ence between them 
** would be, that he who was casually existent, would per* 
4* form these actions in consequence of possessing such 
^« and such attributes, without having been created for thi« 
^* purpose ; while the other would perform them in conse* 
^« quence of having been thus created with the very same 
«* attributes," Such is Br, Dwight*s 9olution of the di& 
eulty — a solution which* to me at least; appears completely 
satisfactory. 

Our opponents cannot deny that the Scriptures teach the 
doctrine of elecition^ but they eitlier majntain, that it is 
founded on foreseen faith' and good works, or they contend, 
that it is not particular or personal. They maintain that 
(he ^<^ji|itur«^l etectioo is only a national flection, or M 
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oieetion to tbe enjoymeiit of tiie external prhtleges <^ the 
ChdMtkva church. Against' a personal or f^aitic^lar ^lee^ 
lion, ihey not only pqt ^^^^ ^ ^^^^^ of requifirition all the 
ftirces of ](^c ^nd criticism, bnt they display an evident 
ind deep-*rooted prejudice. Out of many instances I shall 
mention only one or two. Jacob* by the Oalvinists, is re- 
gatded as one of the elect, and Esau as one of the repro- 
icOex For this reason Aifti-Calyinista-^diseover a strong 
partiality in favour of Esau, and a deep-rooted prejudice 
against Jacob. Poctor B. writes thus : ** In the lives df 
<* the patriarchs he finds an inexhaustible source of instruc- 
•* tion? religious> moral, and prudential, whether he re- 
** fleets on th|^ faith"" or resignation of Abraham, the pi^tj 
** and mildness of Isaac, the art and duplicity of Jacob* 
^f or the liherah affectionate and forgiving character of 
*« Esau." . 

Dr. Adam Clarke maintains, that Esau with his four hno- 
drod inen had no hostile intention against Jacob ; but only 
meant to honour him ! When he runs to meet Jacob, the 
learned Doctor rapturously exclaims, " How sincere and 
genuine is this conduct of Esau, and at the satne time 
how magnanimous ! He had buried all his resentment, 
^ forgiven all his inji^ries, and receives his brother with the 
« strongest demonstrations, not only of forgiveness, but of 
** fraternal affection,"— Again, he asks, *< If the blessings 
^* had referred to their eternal states, had not EsaU as fair a 
•* prospect for endless glory as his deceitful and unfeeling 
«« brother ? Justice and mercy both say — Fe«.*' That it 
is not justice nor mercy, but deep-rooted prejudice against 
Calvinism,^ that says— -Fg* — I appeal to the Doctor's own 
words : they run thus : *< It appears that Jacob was on the 
•• wholc^a man of more religion, and believed the divine 
** promises more, than Esau." NoWi I ask, has a man of 
li»9 religion as fair a prospect for endless glory as one of 
more religion 1— justice, mercy, scripture, and common 
smuBy say — No, The truth is, that no man whose mind 
was not deeply imbued with prejudice, would ever think of 
comparing the characters of Jacob and Esau with respect 
to religion. Religion ! Where was the religion of Esau ? 
The Scriptures do not represent him as a man of religion at 
all, but as a prqffme, irreligious character. They set him 
op as a beacon on a mountain, that others, being shocked 
by the grossness of his profknity, may avoid the rock on 
which he made shipwreck. "Looking cfiligently,'' says 






■vpvvviPHPianH 



/ 



239 

tbe i^ostle,, " lest there be any foinioator or jar^^e ^emm 
** as Egau, who for one morsel of m,eat sold his birthright'* 
On the contrary^ in the whole word of God, theje is not ^ 
character more celebrated nor morS honoured for bis pietj: 
thaa Jacob. John, the beloved Disciple^ leaned on the 
bosom of the Redeemer : Moses conversed with him as a 
manwitiihis friend : but Jetcob wrestled with him. He said* 
*' IwiU not let thee go eo^cept thou Uses m^." LUce apriacCf 
he had power with God and many and prevailed. In a va- 
riety of respects he was honoured above all the men that 
ever lived. The Old Testament church was called by his 
name ; and New Testament believers are also styled *' the 
<* Israel of Goi»^^ One calls hinxsplf by the name of Jacobs 
and another subscribes with his hand unto the Lord) and sir* 
names himself by the name of Israel, Nay, the Deity him^ 
self appears to delight in sueh epithets as these ; *^ Tte 
•• God of Jacob''— '^ the mighty God of Jacob''— '' the God 
•* of Isva^V — ^In the 24th Psalm, he seems to assume the 
very name Jacojb. >' This is the generation of them that 
*' seek him, that seek thy ftce, O Jacob /" He even sweais 
•* by the excellency of faeob," In a word, the spirit of 
God does not compare^ but contrasts, the characters of Ja* 
cob and Esau. He declares again and again, that he loved 
Jacob and hcUed Esau. He holds up Jacob as a pattern of 
pietp^y and Esau as an example q{ profanity^ He loads Jacob 
with honcur^f and brands Esau with disgrace. 

Between the manner in which God treats. the character^ 
of Jacob and Esau, and the manner in which Dr. B. and 
Dr. A. Clarke treat those characters, there is a very striking 
contrast. God treats Jacob with the greatest respect; but 
these Doctors treat him with the greatest disrespect ! God 
exhibits in a striking point of light all the virtues and per- 
fections of. Jacob ; ' but these learned Divines throw those 
virtues and perfections into the shade ! Dr. B. does not 
mention one of them. — His jaundiced eye sees nothing in 
that patriarch, but '^ art and duplicity 1" God brands with 
infamy the character of Esau ; whilst those learned Doctors 
9jrjQ careful to en^lason it — tp exhibit it in the most amiable 
and interestir^ point of Ught,l To, his servant Jacob God 
does not say pne,repi;p?^cljfi|l.;\V;9Vd;^^ whilst llhose Rev. Di» 
vines load bii^ with the most oppH>brious epithets J On 
tbe contrai7».Gbd never applies ,one epithet of respect to 
t^e ohaia^ter df Esau : vfrhikt Dr. B. and Dr. A. Clarla» 
^qd^yc^uc tet e.mba^ it b^ s^ch ifm^rabU appellations as. 
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literal, ^eeUonaie^fargmf^f and magnanimous ! In the 
name of every thing sacred, I ask, why do these Divines fly 
m the face of their Maker ? Why do they pour contempt 
on that character which God delights to honour, and load 
with honours that character which God has branded with 
infamy ? The roost charitable account that can possibly 
be given of conduct so extraordinary, I had almost said im^ 
pious is — a deep-rooted pr^udice against the Cdtvinist^ 
doctrine of election and reprobation. — On the same princi- 
ple we can account for Dr. Clarke's extraordinary exertions 
to prove, that Judas will be saved. The Deity assures us, 
that it would have been good for Judas had he never been 
bom — ^that he was the son of perdition — und went to his 
own place. Almost the whole of the one hundred and ninth 
Psalm is employed in denouncing vengeance on the head of 
the traitor. We are there particularly assured (if We trans- 
late into the future tense instead of the imperative mood), 
that when judged he shall be condemned ; and that Ins 
very prayer should become sin. — But Dr. Clarke endeavours 
to prove that Judas was a true penitent, and shall finally 
be acquitted and saved ! We do not deny, that the Scrip- 
tores teach a national election, or an election to the enjoy- 
ment of church privileges ; but we maintain that the Scrip* 
tores also teach a personal election, or an. election of 
pariicular persons^ not only to external privileges^ but to 
eternal life. Their number is as definite as if their names 
were written in a book. Of Olement and others it is said, 
(Phil. iv. 3.) that their names are written in the book of life. 
in various other Scriptures the heirs of glory are so repre- 
sented. The Apostle John addressed his second epistle to 
the elect lady and her children, and mentions also her elect 
sister. " When the children of Jacob are styled God's 
'« chosen ones," Dr. B. assures us, thc^tit is not meant that 
•* every one of the Israelites 'was chosen, but that they were 
'* members of the chosen nation." Supposing that this 
sentence did not contradict the axiom, that ^^ The whole is 
" equal to its partsJ*^ Supposing the assertion truo-^ 
still it would not follow, that tiie election of which w ara 
treating is not particular or personal — for Clement is an in^ 
dividud — the elect lady is an individual — and her elect si^ 
A0f is an individual. Particular persons are elected, and 
particular persons have their names written in heaven. 
(Luke, X. 20,) — Romans, eighth, from the twenty-eighth 
(o the thirtieth verse inclusive, is an irrefragable proof of 
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partioular eleotiW' <<Aad W6 kQO«iilliail.aUtIliagB 
V-togethei for good to them that lo?e OtidytA tbem irAo 
*^ are the called according to bis purpoaei Eor whom he 
** did foreknow? he also did pred^stioiate to be oonfomad 
'^ to the image of his SoO) that he. might .be theftrstbooi 
*< among maay brethren. Moreover whom he did [Mredes^ 
'< tinate, them he also called : and whom he called, them 
*< he also justified: and whom he justified, them he also 
•« glorified." 

Dr. B. alleges, that in this beautiful passage the Apostle 
"Speaks of the Christian church at- large." Let us trj 
the application. Are all the members of the church at 
laige conformed to the image of God's Son ? Are all the 
members of the church at large justified ? Will they aH 
be glorified ? Surely not. The Doctor understands the 
clause '^ whom he caUedy^'* as equivalent to — whom he «' in- 
" vited into the Christian church.!' .New, I ask, Did all 
things work together for good to such? By no means. 
Many were called, and invited into the Christianchurch, who 
made light of the invitation, who said, '^We will not have 
*.' this man to reign over us ; this is the heir^ come let us 
" kill him." Did. all thiftgs work together for their good? 
Quite the reverse. '* The King of Heaven sent forth his 
" armies and destroyed those murdererS) and burned up 
" their city."* Again, I would ask. Do all things work to- 
gether for good to those who are not only invited into the 
Christian church, but who accept of the invitation, and be**^ 
come church members? are all wxc\i justified? will all 
such be glorified ? Surely not. It is therefore abundantlj 
evident that the Apostle is not speaking of the ** Chri^' 
^* tian church at VargCy^^ as the Doctor affirms, but only 
of a particular select numbeTy or, in other words, the 
elect. 

Dr. B. declares, that «'if we cannot explain this passage^ 
•• conformably to our Saviour's doctrine, we should rather 
" abandon it as unintelligible, than prefer the lower autho- 
'* rity to the higher." Plain language indeed ! To apply 
tiiie epithets higher and lower authority to the Holy Scrip- 
tures, w&ich were all given by inspiration of God ; and to 
express a readiness to abandon any portion of those sacred 
oracles, savours more of Deiem than of Christianitif. To 
do the Doctor justice, however, he must abandon the pas^ 
^iage in question. He must either abandon it^ or abandon 
bis own &vourite hypothesis. He must either abaadoa tl^ 
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or 'adiittt.th6 doctrine of predestination against which to 
preaohes so loi^ a s^mon. The Calvintst is determined 
aeither to abandon this* nor any other passage of the sa** 
end volume^ To the Arian it may appear unintelL'gible^ 
and must appear so, whilst he denies predestination ; not 
so to the CalmnUt. To him it appears a glorious chain of 
special privileges extending from eternity to eternity. Hiar 
Tiew of it is this — ^That those of the fallen human family* 
who were the objects of God's foreknowledge, or of his 
eternal distinguishing love,* he predestinated or fore' 
ordained to be conformed to Jesus Christ his Son, not only 
in suffering) but in holiness and happiness. Those same 
persons: whom he thus predestinated, he in due time caUs,, 
not only externally by his word^ but internally and efficai^ 
doualy^ by his Spirit. He calls them from darkness to light 
—from death to life-^from Satan to God. " He persuades 
**■ and enables them to embrace Jesus Christ freely offered 
^* to them in the Gospel." The persons thus effectually 
called he also justifies* ^' He freely pardons all th^ir sins, 
** and accepteth them as righteous in his sight, only for the 
^* righteousness of Christ imputed to them, and received 
** by faith alone." Those same* persons whom he thus 
justifies, he ^n9l\j glorifies. He makes them '' perfectly 
'* blessed in the full enjoyment of God to all eternity." 
After ten thousand attempts to torture the -passage, this 
appears to be its plain and unsophisticated meaning. Nor 
js the doctrine of particular election, thus plainly taught by 
the Apostle^ at all inconsistent with the .doctrine taught by 
our Saviour. Doctor B. may boldly insinuate that they 
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* It is generally acknowledged by Divines — those who oppose at 
well as those who advocate the doctrine of predestination— that fore- 
Jkuowlcdgc in the text implies love or favour. Knowledge is frequently 
put for love in Scripture. ** You only ^^^^ I known of all the familie» 
of the earth.^ Other families of the earth, as well as the Jews, were 
tbe objects of God's simple knowledge; but the Jews alone were the 
objects ef his distinguishing love, (Deut. vii. 6, 7, S,) « The Lord thy 
*\ God hath chosen thee to be a special people unto himself, above all 
•* people that are upon the face of Ihe eartb. The Lord did not set 
" his Tove upon you, nor choose you, because ye were more in number 
** thtin any people ; for y« Were the fewest of all people. But because 
*' the Lord loved you.'*-^It is to this distinguishing, unmerited lova 
and grncious election that God refers when he says *' You only have I 
** known of all the families of the earth,^ On the same principle, it it 
to the distinguishiri(^, and electing love of God that the apostio refer* 
wlwB^e says, <« Whom he did foreknow he also did predesthiete.'' 
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are ineonsi^ent ; but the insinuation is as groundless bms^ it 
m4inpi(m3, '■ It appears to me that the doctrine of electa <7i} 
ftad reprobation is taught by our Saviour in knguage nearfj, 
' ^ Ttot aUogetJieri ^s explicit as thatr of the Apostle. *■ / 
** have other sheep," says he, " that are not of this fold, 
" them also must I bring," &q.— *^ All that the Ffitb^r 
hath given to me shall come unto me.«^^*^Thou hast gives 
him power over allrflesh, that he may give eternal life to. 
as many as thou hast given him. — ^I thank thee, O Father, 
Lord of heaven and earth, that thou hast hid these thingt 
*' from the wise and prudent, and hast revealed them unto 
** babes; even so Father > for so it seemed good in thj 
** sfght».^Rejoice, because, your names are writtea in 
«* heaven. — But ye believe not because ye- are not of my 
**8heep." 

As Doctor Bruce- s commentary on the eighth of the 
Romans leads into this gross absurdity — that the whole «i- 
eible church tinll he saved : to avoid this consequence, Dr. 
A. Clarke adopts an ingenious expedient. As Rehoboam 
substituted shields of hrass^ instead of the golden shiMs 
which Shishack, King of Egypt carried away, so Doctor 
C takes away the golden link of eternal glory ^ and sub- 
stitutes the hr0.zen one of temporai privileges ! The clause^ 
*' Them he also glorified," he explains thus : ^^ He baa 
honoured and dignified the Gentiles with the highest pH- 
vifeges. He has rendered them illustrious by innumer- . 
^* able gifb, graces, and privileges, in the same manner as 
f* lye had done to the Israeli4;es of old." Thus, to get rid 
of Calvinistic decrees, this learned commentator <' tMveh 
*^ into medgreness^^ the most beautiful passage in the whole 
book of God. That the word glorified lefers not to tern* 
pored primlegesj as the Doctor imagines, biit to etechal 
felicity, is evident from the antecedent context, (verses 17, 
18,)^' And if children, then heird ; heirs of God, and joint 
** heirs with Christ ; if so be that we suffer with him, that 
** we may be also gl(M:ified together. For I reckon that 
«< the sufierings of this present time are not worthy to be 
** compared with the glory which shall be revealed in us." 
The various unsuccessful and contradictory attempt mada 
by the enemies of Calvinism, to explain the passage ia 
fuestion^ areu atrotitg presuita^ve si^umentjthat Uie GiJ-. 
Yinistici interpr etatipn is the true one; 

Were the word election, in Scripture^ applicable otdj to 
OationSf but not to individuals,' what would our opponents 
gain ? It will be said> no doubt, that this electioi^ to ex* 
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teroal privileges was y«ry different from a particulat elee- 
tioa to eternal life. To show, however, that the difference 
is not so great as is generally imagined, I would ask, wei9 
Dot thousands saved in consequence of this natipnal elec* 
tion, that would not have been saved had. they not been 
elected ? This question, I presume, will be universally 
answered in the affirmative. No person will venture to 
maintain, that as small a number of Jews obtained eternal 
life* as of the iurrontnding heathen nations of equal extent. 
Even Doctor A. Olarke, who affirms, that Esau had as ftiir 
a prbspect for immortal glory as Jacob, will ' not be bold 
enough to assert, that the Edomites had as fair a prospect 
for glory ap the Israelites. He will not venture to assert, 
that as many of the one nation were saved, as of the other* 
«* Happy art thou> O Israel, who is like unto thee, O peo- 
*' pie saved by the Lord ?" Salvation was of the Jews. 
Now, if thousands of Jews were saved> that would not 
have been saved had their nation not been elected, all thoae 
thousands, whatever be their number, owe Uieir salvation, 
their eternal salvation^ to Election — to a gratuitous election 
— an election, not of works, but of grace. The same may 
be said of those nations fleeted to the enjoyment of Chris- 
tian privileges. Are not thousands saved in Britain and 
Ireland) that would not have been saved had they been left 
in a state of Heathenism ? To wluit do all these owe tbeir 
salvation ? to thsis ^LECTioii-^to thejfree sovereign and 
eiecting love ofGody who purposed from all eternity to sepa- 
rate them from the rest of thor world, and elected then to 
the enjoyment of those external privileges, by the means 
of #hich tbey are finally saved. Where now is all the 
noisy -declamation against the doctrine of particular eleo«> 
lion ? Does it hot recoil on the opponents of the doctrhie ? 
Where is now the loud cry of favouritism aiid partially ? 
Was there no favouritism or partiality in electing a whok 
naUon, whilst all the rest of the wco^Td was rejected ? wbiisi! 
all other nations were permitted to walk in their own ways ^ 
Has the Deity shownno fieivouritism or partiality in elect* 
iiig tbe various nationd of Christendom to the enjoyment 
6£ the privileges of the Christian Church, whilst all tks 
othef nations of the earth, , enveloped in darkness worse 
tfiab' Egyptian/ afe. left *^ without God and hope m ^ 
^* world. *' Did the Almighty discover no favoutitisdi.^qr 
pnrtiklity by s&. loving' thptwodd as to send his only begot- 
ten. fion,'ihat( whosoever believeth on him should not p€«« 
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ttth but have everlasting life ; whilgt a more noble order 
of beings, who kept not their first state, ** were cast down 
^* to hell, and reserved in^ cllains of darkness till the judg- 
** ment of the great day ?" Let our opponents show, that 
the Deity has discovered no favouritism or partiality in these 
things ) and we will show, that he has discovered none mi 
parUcular decHm. 

The charge of partiality so l6ng and loudly vociferated^ 
goes upon the false principle, that sinners of bur &mily 
have claims on divine grace arid bounty. But, even Df. B; 
himself being witness, we have no such claims* •< Few," 
«ay9 the Doctor, ** very few indeed, are the legal claims 
** which we have upon the dvvme justice, and we have non6 
•♦upon his bounty ; and yet infinite are the gifts he has to 
" bestow." Why then, F ask, should any venture to charge 
the Deity with favouritism and partiality, because he dis- 
penses his own unmerited bounty as he pleases ? To every 
such objector the' Almighty may justly reply, " Is it not 
" iawfh] for me to do what I will with mine own ? Is thy 
** eye evil because I am good V\ ♦ 

The Arminian objection of partiality leads into Deism, 
A principal objection against revelation is drawn from its 
partiality. Deists argue that the Scriptures cannot be the 
word of God, because they are not communicated to all'; 
and this, they allege, would make God partial.^ — ^The very 
same objection would lead to Atheism: For, in the works 
of creation and providence, God does^not confer the same 
iavours upon all. His sovereignty shines in all his works, 
and in allhis dispensations. 

Another objection^-jtn objection on which our opponents 
seem principally to rely, and which Dr. B. chiefly urges — 
is, that particular election supersedes the necessity of prayer 
and other means of grace. Why need we pray ? why need 
we strive ? say our opponents. If we are elected, we shall 
be saved ; but if not, we shall be condemned. Had not 
the absurdity of this objection been already pointed out 
we might retort it thus : If nations are elected to the enjoy- 
ment of Gospel privileges, why need we pray that the Gospel 
paoy be sent to the heathen ? Why need we form rais- 
aonary societies, for the purpose of sending through the 
world the glad tidings of great joy ? The nations that 
God has elected to enjoy such privileges sha1| enjoy them ; 
therefore our prayers and missionary exertions are altogether 
useless ! 

2I» 



««B> 






, CHAPTElt VlIL 
Tk4 Per^eberanee, ^ the Saini$. 

* * 

In the general attack made by Dr. B. oti almcMit aU tlm 
fimdi^fiieDtal truths of ChrigUanity, we oould not expe^ the 
4tiotrino of the faints' P^rseTerance to escape. He has 
viitsatldd it^ not only inoid^i^tally, in his SermooS) but eoh 
dettvoured to hold it up to detestatioja and contewpl iii' hii 
Ap^^di«< With Uie abominable Antinomian qiiotaUoni 
whtolvhe has given^ we have no manner of conceriL Dr;^ 
B. faidisetf does not hold those quotations in greater ablior«- 
jKiH^id than i&e do. However foolishly, impiously, or falaa^^ 
pbeoMmsly, Antinoinians niay talk or write on the suhjeet^ 
9» dootrine contained in the sacred volume is capable of a 
iB^re triuraphAnt defence. Out of an immense masft of 
«tidehce, I shall lay before my readers a few of thos6 feasors 
which induce me to believe the doctrine* 
.1* To me it appears^, .that a multitude of texts of Scrip- 
IMire must )}efalsey if the doctrine of perseverance is not 
tf%e* • I shall mentioQ a few.-— Our Saviour ^serts, <* He 
.'' that believeth shall be sfived^^'* but Dr* Bruce asserts^ and 
iftll Anti-Calvipists assert^, that believers may fall from a 
state of. grace and be condemned ! — ^Our Saviour asserts? that 
.whosoever believeth on him shall not perishi and that Ins 
' $hf^p sh^U nev^ perish, nor be plucked out of Ms hmtd :* 
but Dr. B. and all Anti-Calvinists assert, that believers majf 
^p^riehj.and^that Christ's sheep t^iaj/ be plucked oat of his 
-hand I Our Saviour assures us with a double verily^ that 
the believer <' shall not come into condemMUion, but is 
*^ passed from death unto life;^^ but Dr. Bruce, and all 
Anti-Calvinists, assure us, that, he may come into . condem- 
nation, and never see life ! Our Saviour will say to the 
wicked at that great day, *« Depart from me, I never knew 
" you." Had any of those addressed fallen away from a 
stiite of grace 9 the Redeemer's declaration W0uid not be 
true I — it would not be true thai he had never Imevmtkem i 
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* Tfthey do not assert ifi io mdny words j that Christ's sheep fuaj bo 
fucked t)ut of his hands^ th'ey ateert what is fiully equivaknt. 
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Ftosit]M8eoounteF-declarati0ii8i »8klwOqiMf(M>tiB 1» 
Whe^er shovild we believe our bksaed Redeenier, or Dr. B. 
«itd otiier oppi^nento of the Sainls* persevertnde T— -2,? Boen 
the Doctor's volume of Sermona deserve that hi§h c&arac* 
ter which be himself has ^ven it 1 is it <« causMetU wHk 
^* th4 Gospel r' 

Aifreei^le to the above-cited declarations of the Redema* 
or are those of the Apostles. The Apostle John deolaree, 
** Thai he Uiat doth evil hath not ^een God»^' iai that 
*f Whosoevef sinnethhathnot^^seiibim, neither JbuMMi him/' 
^^N&vfy if the doctrine of perseverance is not tnte^ these 
texts are false. If any fall away from ^a state of grace» 
oommiisint and do evil, it is not true, that they hkve not 
99m God^ neither A;»eti7A him. Dr. B., and other opponente 
*af the Saints' perseverance^ mi|intain) that a man «uly hate 
mm G^ tu/^iMlso known Aun> and after all he miyfaU awoj^^ 
*' tammU «tn, do eeUj*^ and finally perish. Between tlfia 
doctrine and that of the Apostle, is there not a flat contra^ 
Action? Surely there. is. 

S. The doctrine. of the Saints' perseverance rests <mthe 
•olid ba0is of the divine perfections.' The fordcnowledge 
ofGodpnoves the doctrine. ^^€rod hath not cast off Ms 
•* ^pepfAie whom he foreknew." '^ Whom he did forekufow 
** be also did predeistinate, and whom he did pfedestinate 
«< them he also called, and whom he called them he idso 
**' justifiedi and whom he justified them he pJso glorified." 
Unless this golden chain can be broken, the Saints' perse-' 
ve^ance cannot be denied. The Apostle's chain is what 
logicians denominate a sorites. The conclusion is not ex- 
pressed, it is this : then^ore whom he did forefenowtkim Ae 
tU^o glorified* If this conclusion be dented, then the Apoe* 
tie's chain is not a sorites, but a sophism I If it be aiMt- 
ted, the doctrine of the Saints' perseverance isfiiUy estab' 
Uaked. Some Divines, with a boldness bordering on im- 
piety, attempt to break the Apostle's chain. Were they to 
eiiGceed, they would prove — What ?— that the Apostle is an 
inconeiusive- and sophistical reasoner i 

The omtdpoient power of God secures the final perseve- 
caane of the Saints. They are ** kept by the power of God 
•* through faith unto salvation."-— T/^ laoe cf God and tfo 
Redeemer secure the Sidnts' perseverance. Whom the 
Redeemer loves *' he loves unto the end." God loved b^ 
lievers with a|i leverlastmg love^— draws them with kmng 
l^odiiess — dedaresthM bis londgkmdness shall not depart 
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ftom tli6iii-*^iid» accordingly, the Apostle exclaims, (Koni. 
ifiL.3&) (^ Who shall separate us from the love of Christ t 
** shaU tribulatioii, or distress, or persecution, of hxsano^ 
** or nakedness, or peril, or sword ? As it is written, For 
•* thy sake we are killed all the day long ; we are account^ 
ed as sheep fpr the slaughter. Nay, in all these things 
we are more than conquerors through him that loved 
Of.*— ^orl am persuaded, that neither death, nor life, nor 
" angels, nor prineipalities, nor powers, nor things present, 
•'' nor things to come, nor height, nor depth, nor any other 
^* creature, shall be able to separate us from thb lo?e of 
** God, which b in Christ Jesus our Lord." 
. 8. I believe the doctrine of the perseverance of the Saintd, 
because they are ** members, qf his body, ef his fleshy and of 
** Ms bones.^^ Could any of those members be torn off,' 
lipe mystical body of the Redeemer would be a maimed and 
motilated body ! It would not be perfect and glorious, bat 
unsightly and deformed ! ^ 

4. I .believe that none of the Saints shdl ever fail of ob» 
tainingthe heavenly inheritance, because their character 
to that inheritance is the very same with that of the Redeemer 
hmsdf. They are << heirs of God and joint heirs with 
♦* Christ." If the Redeemer's charter be good; so is fAeirs. 
If his charter cannot be broken, neither can tkkrs. Their 
lives are hid with Christ in 4xod. Because he lives, they 
shall live also. 

5. I believe that the Saints cannot totally and finally fall 
away from a state of gracQ, or fail of obtaining the heavenly 
inheritance ; because they have the first fruits and earmH 
of that inheritance. If an earnest gives security among men 
4nuch more so with 6ro<f. . Men maj^ refuse to make good 
4hat bargain which they have confirmed by giving earnest ; 
but God will not tantalize his creatures by first giving them 
the Holy Spirit as the earnast of their inheritance, and s^er- 
wards excluding Ui^m from the full possession. 

, 6. I believe that the Saints cannot finally fall away fronT 
a state of grace ; because ** they are sealed by theho^ spirit 
" qf promise—sealed to the day of r^demption.'^ They 
i,canm>t fall away and be lost, except the broad seal ofheo' 
teti can be broken I 

J ' 7*,! believe in the perseverance of the Saints, because I. 
believe that '' he.wbo begins the good vwrh of grace wHl 
1^ fioiry U on topeffaction.*' I b^eve that the Deity is not 
like the fooli^ m&n^ who began to build and was not able 
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to finish. When God threatened to destroy the Israe^ee 
fat their rehellton, Moses intercedes thus : (Deut. ix. 26/ 
«7, 28, 29,) ** a Lord God, destroy not thf people aiid^ 
*« thine inheritance which thou hast redeemed Uiroiigh thy 
^'greatnesS) which thou hast brought forth out of £gypt 
** with a mighty hand. Remember thy servant Ahrahant^ 
** Isaac and Jacob ; look not unto the stubbornness of this 
" people, nor to their wickedness, nor to their sin : Lest 
" the land whence thou broughtest us out say, Because the 
*' Lord was not able, to bring them into the land whidb he 
** promised them, and because he hated them, he hath 
•* brought them out to slay them in the wilderness. Yet 
*^ they are thy people and thine inheritance, which thou 
** broughtest out by thy mighty power and by thy. stretched 
•• out arm." — On similar principles, Joshua intercedes : 
(Josh. vii. 7, 8, 9) «' Alas, O Lord God, 'wherefore hast 
«< &OU at all brought ^this people over Jordan, to deliver us 
*' into the hand of the Aniorites, to destroy us ? would to 
** God we had been content, and dwelt on the other side 
♦• Jordan ! O Lord, what shall 1 say, when Israel turneth 
'* their backs before their enemies ! For the Oanaanites 
'* and all the inhabitants of the land shall hear of it, and 
** shall environ us round, and cut off our name from the 
•• earth : and what wilt thou do unto thy great name ?" — 
If it would have reflected dishonour on the great name of 
God, to redeem the Israelites out of Egypt, and then to de- 
^stroy them in the Wilderness ; still more inconsistent with 
the divine perfections would it be, to suffer those to fall 
and {finally perish, whom God haa redeemed from sin and 
-Satan. 

8. Finally;^ if the Saints might totally and finally &J1 
fi'om grace, their state now under the covenant of grace 
would be worse than it was under the coft>enant of works. 
Under the covenant of works the happiness of man was sus- 
pended on the free will of an innocent being ; but, accor- 
ding to the doetrine of those who deny the Saints' perseve- 
rance, it is suspended on the fi-ee will of a iveak^ corrupts 
and depraved being ! — Men may fall away from an external 
ffffessidn ofreUgumy but not from true faith, '< From him 
** that hath not," says our Saviour, <^ shall be taken away 



* I might h^ve argued the doctrine from the death of Christ-^his 
eoretjabip— ii)g intercesttOD^-aod a variety of other topics. 
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*' th&C which he hath ;" or, as it is ejiplained^ •* that which 
*< he titemeih to have.'', **Tbey went out from us," saya 
the AgOBtle John, <* but they were not of us ; for if Ihej 
** had been of us^ they would have no doubt coi^tiBued with 
'* us ; but they went o^t, that they might be mad^ manifest 
tkaitheyiter^notattofus,^^ r 
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ADVERTISEMENT. 

Attacks, from various quarters, having lately been m&dd 
on the principles which the writer of the following lett^s 
has espoused, and on the denomination to which he has the 
honour to belong — for some time past he has waited wHl| 
anliety, expecting every moment to see them repelled by 
some abler antagonist. In this expectation he has been 
hitherto disappointed. Those gentlemen, who, by talents, 
learning, and other accompHshments, seemed best qualified 
for entering the lists, appear to have regarded such attacks 
as despicable : they have therefore treated them with silent 
contempt. On this subject the author entertains a different 
. opinion. 

Though a pamphlet in itself may^ be really insignificant ; 
and though) in the estimation of men of learning and talents, 
it may be truly contemptible ; yet, if, falling in with the 
tide of popular prejudice, it be written in a bold *declama» 
tory style, its effects may be pernicious. By treating such 
pamphlets with silent contempt, sufficient deference is not 
paid to the opinion of the world. Silence may be construed 
into conscious imbecility) and contempt into cowardice. 
With fresh increments of audacity, attacks may be reiterated, 
till the press at last teem with the crude eructations of every 
*< assuming pedagogue." By such considerations the 
author feels himself impelled to stand forward as the feeble 
advocate of a cause which has long been despised — as the 
apologist of a society obscure and inconsiderable. 

The various and important ends and uses of creeds and 
confessions have been accurately exhibited, and ably de- 
fended, by divines of great eminence. Dunlop on Confes- 
sions may be consulted with advantage. The writer of the 
following letters has confined himself to one single view of 
the subject ; and the chain of reasoning, which he has em** 
ployed, has at least one recommendation — it is, so far as he 
kifows, new. 

Some may blame the author) because on all occasions he 
has not been careful to preserve his gravity : whilst others 
again, considering the spirit of the pamphlet on which he 
animadverts, may think that he is only too grave and seriooa. 
Whether he is actually guilty of running into either of these 
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extremes, is not his province to determine. AH he can say 
is, that attention to the golden medium has heen his object 
The principle upon which he proceeds, is — ^that reasoning 
ought to be refuted by argument ; but that satire is the cmilf 
weapon with which folly and' impertinence can be success- 
fully as9ailed. The author hopes, that the candour of the 
reader will prevent him lirom identifying the Rev. Presby- 
terian with tiie Synod of Ulster, or imputing to that learned 
body the blunders, absurdities, and contrachctions of one of 
its members. Nothing can be more unfair, though nothing 
is more common, than to impute the errors of an individuid 
to a whole community. 

With regard to the continuance of the controversy, the 
author has only io say, that he neither feels disposed to pro> 
voke, nor to ; deprecate discussion. He holds no principle 
which he has not previously examined in private, and which 
he is Oot willing to submit to a jpublic examination. If the 
tenets of any other denomination can be clearly shown to 
be more agreeable to the word of God, he can have no in- 
terest in refusing to adopt them. As truth excels error, as 
far as ligHt excds darkness — so, when she is exhibited hid- 
ing not only in her right hand spiritual blessings, but in her 
left riches and honotir, surely they must be worse than fools 
who would refuse to embrace her. 

Should the Rev. Presbyterian, or any other gentleman, 
think proper to renew the attack, the author hopes that he 
will not, like Joab, carry his dagger under a cloak, for the 
purpose of stabbing in secret the characters of his sij^periors: 
wrapping himself up in ignominious obscurity, he will not 
attempt to screen himself from public chastisement. 
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LETTER I. 
TO THE REV. PRESBYTERIAN. 



Sir, 

That, both among the advocates and opponents of 
creeds and confessions, men of great talents, learning and 
piety might be found, is a fact which I flattered myself none 
would dispute. In this it appears I have been mistaken. 
The advocates of creeds and confessions, in your Battle of 
Dialogues, you represent as a truly despicable race of mor- 
tals, you contemptuously style them creed-makers and 
creed-mongers, who coin formulas to measure men's consci- 
ences, and you gravely inform us that " ninety- nine out of 
a hundred who contend for creeds nevqr think what they 
are; and the few who do read them never think of the 
meaning of language." What contemptible miscreants 
are these same advocates of creeds and confessions ! Nine- 
ty^nine out of a hundred, though they subscribe them, and 
though they contend for them, yet never read them ! How 
implicit their faith ! How blind their zeal ! ** And the few 
who do read them, never think of the meaning of language.'* 
Still worse; a still lower degree of degradation! Hide 
your diminished heads, ye contemptible advocates of creeds 
and confessions. Never lift your pens — never open your 
' mouths — ^be for ever silent ; for ye never think of the mean- 
ing of language 1 With infinite contempt, Rev. Sir, you 
look down on the '< pitiable creatures who know not between 
t-h-e and t-h-e-y ;" and with proud disdain, mingled with pa- 
thetic lamentation, you stigmatize that '' most uogrammati- 
- ^^^ 

these 
admi- 
rable Scholar — an accurate grammarian— -a profound philo- 
logist. In tliis, however, I confess, I foimd myself a little dis- 
appointed. The perusal of your pamphlet, I candidly ac- 
knowledge, did not altogether answer the expectations yoo 
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had raised. Glancing at your pages in a critical point of 
view, to my great astonishment I found them replete with 
grammatical blunders. For my own entertainment, I mark- 
ed a number of them on the margin : and for your gratifi- 
cation, I shall exhibit a specimen.* 

Pa^ 6, line 6 from the bottom, the pronoun they is in 
the plural number* whilst Seceder^ the noun for which it 
stands, is singular. On the contrary, page 19, line 12, the 
pronoun it is singular, whilst instructions^ the noun for 
which it stands, is plural. Same page, line 7 from the hot' 
torn, the verb, must subscribe^ has two nominatives, negro 
and Ae: on the contrary, page 9, line 4 from the bottom, 
the verb hope has no nominative at all ; for when two verbs 
of different moods or tenses are coupled together by a con- 
junction, the nominative of the former must be repeated be- . 
fore the latter. Additional violations of this rule will be 
seen, page 21, line 19, and page 30, line 10. In page 22, ' 
line 16 from the bottom ; and page 43, line 2, examples 
will be seen of the verb disagreeing with its nominative 
case* A variety of other grammatical blunders might be 
pointed out ; but these may suffice at present. 

Let us attend a little to the style of your dialogue. Of 
your talents for coiriposition you appear by no means diffi- 
dent. Whilst you reprobate the advocates of creeds and 
confessions, as ignoramuses who never think of the meaning 
of language, you speak, with apparent self-complacency, pf 
the well ordered words you have used in a former dialogue. 
Of that dialogue, having never seen it,t I can only say, I 
hope its words are much better ordered than those of the 
one now under review. 



* Omitting this letter, at least the grammatical part of it, the unlearn,- 
ed reader may pass on to Letter 11. 

t Since writing the above, the original Dialogue has fallen into my 
hands. For a specimen of the philological talents of its author, w« 
have only to consult the bottom of the title page.— <^ Belfasti prinled 
this present year, 1817.'^ Lest any persoa should imaghie that 1817 
was not present when it was preseni ; or lest any person should ima- 
gine that it was not printed 1817, a. d. hut 1817, A.M.; or in other 
words, that it was printed in thedays of Jf oah, a little after i^e utiivef* 
sal deluge — to jirevent all misconceptions of this kind, the author^* ia 
words few and well ordered," not only informs us, that the pamphlet 
was printed 1817 ; but gravely h'^surers us that that year was then pre- 
tent. After nieh a specimen 'of accuracy in the title page,- who can 
doubt tliat the Dialogue itself it admirably composed ? '- , 7 
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In your Battle of Dialogues, page 14, we read thus ; 
'^ fiut there were many exceptions to the Talmud amongsi 
the' Jews ? and we have every reason to believe, that Timo* 
thy and his forefathers were of the number." Were Timothy 
and his forefathers exceptions to the Talmud ? Are these 
words well ordered ? are they sense ? Same page, near 
the bottom) we are informed^ that ** the birth of Jesus Christ, 
his person, &lc. were handed down by the Holy Ghost 
through the instrumentality of the apostles." Pray, sir, 
how was the person of Christ (as distinct from his preach- 
ing and doctrines, which are tautologically mentioned in 
the pame sentence,) how was the person of Christ handed 
down by the Holy Ghost, through the instrumentality of the 
apostles ? Had you been a Rev. Catholic, instead of a 
Rev. Presbyterian, I would have at once recognised the 
doctrine of transubstantiation. 

In page 16, we are informed that "the Israelites had 
disagre^ to walk according to God's commandments." — 
To agree to walk according to the commandments of God, 
is perfectly intelligible ; but to disagree to walk according 
to these commandments, is neither English nor sense. 

Page 19, we are told? that «' though the Spirit was given 
to Jesus without measure, yet the apostles got it as it were 
step by step." — To get a gift, as it were step by step, is not 
English. 

Page 20, we read thus : ^ you have now passed over the 
whplq of his arguments." — ^The words jpo^^ed over convey 
the erroneous idea) that he had not adverted to those argu- 
ments at all. — Same page, at the bottom, you propose to 
put Layman in possession of a standard, which will answer 
in all engagements, and against all enemies. Now, what 
ia this standard ? It is the girdle of truth, the breastplate 
of righteousness, the shoes of gospel preparation, 6lc. A 
▼ery remarkable standard, indeed ! One'would expect, that 
the hero who fought the Battle of Dialogues would under- 
atand military terms better, than to confound a girdle, a 
breastplate, or a pair of shoes, with a standard i 

Page 22, we read thus : Charity, or at least prudence* 
might have constrained your colleague from making such 
an attack, and from warping into it the motives, &;c. Not 
to mention constrained for restrained, which may pos^ly 
be only a typographical error — ^what a jumble of metaphors ! 
Warping motives into an attack ! A very extraordinary 
web, no doubt ! 
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Page 26, the Presbyterians of Scotland, and the protes- 
tants of England are styled the most learned assemblies in 
the world. — We know, that the Presbyterians ^f Scotland 
are under the inspection of a very learned assembly ; but 
are the 'Presbyterians themselves an assembly ? Are tbo 
Protestants of England an assembly ! Well ordered worda 
indeed! 

Page 13, we read thns: "On being asked, * Do yon 
think that either the divine Jesus or his apostles^ made use 
of any other standard of faith besides the scripturesi ?' he says^ 
* 1 am quite certain that they did^' After such boldness^ a 
person of plain sense would expect a quotation or two from 
that of which he is so certain." — Now, that of which he is 
so certain, is, '* that the divine Jesus, and his apostles, 
made use of another standard besides the bible." It is th^ 
truth of this proposition, of which he is so certain. To ex- 
pect a quotation or two from the truth of a proposition, is 
surely ludicrous enough! So absurd an expectation, ''I 
am quite certain," was never entertained by any person of 
plain sense. 

Page 35, you express yourself thus : ** The ground of 
my loyalty is not founded on the countenance of govern- 
ment." This sentence, when analysed, will read as fol^ 
lows : — The foundation of my loyalty is not built on the 
foundation of the countenance of government. Well order- 
ed words indeed I 

Campbell, in his Philosophy of Rhetoric, has a chapter 
on *' What is the cause that nonsense so often escapes be* 
ing detected, both by the writer and by the reader ?" A 
careful per Qsal of this chapter I would earnestly recommend 
to all who read the Battle of Dialogues. The various kinds 
of nonsense enumerated by Campbell, are. The puerile, the 
learned, the profound, and the marvellous. With great sub- 
mission, I conceive the enumeration is incomplete: he 
ought to have added the pedantic. 

In the preceding pages, I have exhibited a few of the 
blunders^ in grammar and in style, with which the Baldt 
of Dialogues abounds. jEsay, a/eu'; for, to exhibit thefn 
ally would -swell this letter to a size much larger, than that 
of the Dialogue itself. 

J^y Reverend and dear Presbyterian^ I am extremely 
aorry for your calamity. Before you attacked the adfo- 
catea of Cfeeds and confessions, yon were doubtless aa 
excellent aeholary an accurate grammarian, an acute pbikn 

• «2* 
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logisl: lNitBO^» alas! your learaing^ is fled-4-your tajentg 
ajEe blaaleck As aa atcmemeiit for your sin, by whick you 
have, brought upon yourself so awful a judgment, I sha^ 
take the liberty of prescribtog for you a course of penance* 
hi rfi tfais : that, at the first zneeting of Synod, you cobh» 
forth from your lurking place, with tears in your ejes^ aad 
the Battle of Dialogues in your hands, confessing yourself 
to be the author of that performance. 

%^fi That in open Synod you fall on your bended 
kiBMMs, humbly begi^og the pudon of all the advoca^ c^ 
creeds and confessions, professing, at the same time, the 
deepest Borroyr for the scurrilous manner in which youba«e 
tfieated them. 

3dly. Th^t yon bring forward a motion to the following 
efiect :> — That no member of the Synod of Ulster shall, on 
pain of public censure, presume to attack the Westminstec 
Divines,' or any of the advocates of Creeds and Oonfessioufiti 
Ml, having previously studied Murray's grammar) he is able 
lo write a couple of pages without committing any materia) 
blunder. 

> The utility of this motion you will easily perceive^ In 
the fir£ft place, it may be the means of averting future judg- 
m^its. In the second place, it will preserve the respeeta^ 
bility of the Synod. It will prevent that venerable and learned 
body from beinp^ disgraced by the incoherent eiiisions of 
every contemptible scribbler. In the third places (for 'I 
k)ve to be methodical) it will have an admirable effect upon 
pulpit exhibitions. It will prevent <^ The most ungranK 
matical talking from being palmed on the people for preach* 
ing." Those, you know, who write ungrammatically, wifl^ 
<^f course, talk no better. And, indeed, either to write or 
•^Ik ungrammatically, in this learned age, is quite intolera* 
hie, I had almost said unpardonable. With great propriety, 
therefore, you drop the tear of lamentation, whilst yoii 
express yourself thus : «» Alas I sir, you are well aware, 
that the most ungrammaticd talking is frequently palmed 
on the people for preaching." It is true, indeed, that a 
bigoted Seceder or Covenanter would have probably, cttid, 
alas t sir, you know that the most emmeaus and hereiicai 
talking is frequently palmed on the people for preachu^;. 
-Was I sir, you know that « there are certain men crept in 
unawares, who were before of old ordained tothkicondeii^ 
aatiott I ungodly ment turning the grace of oar God into 
lasclviousnessf and denying the Lord 6od| and our Lord 
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Jesus Christ." — Alas ! sir, you know, that, for a long time 
past, *< false teachers have been privily bringing in damna- 
ble heresies, even denying the Lord that bought them, and 
bringing upon themselves swift destruction" — Alas ! sir, you 
know,, that «< many foltow their pernicious ways, by reason 
of which the way of truth is evil spoken of." Alas ! sir, 
you kaow, ^' that, through covetousness^'* these false 
teachers, ** with feigned words, make merchandize of" 
their hearers. — Alas! sir, you. know, that their '* judg- 
ment now of a long time lingereth not, and their damnation 
slumbereth not.^' Alas I str^ you know, that because 
men *' receive not the love of the truth, that they may be 
saved, for this cause God sends them strong delusion^ that 
th^y may believe a lie ; that they all may be damned who 
believe not the truth, but have pleasure in unrighteousness." 
Such, my dear sir, was current language seventeen or eigh- 
teen hundred years ago : nay, so rude are some of the old 
advocates of creeds and confessions, that they retain it even 
in the present day. Tou assure us, however, that the term 
heretic is used only as a bug-bear to frighten children ; 
and that the utmost we can expect of men is, " to act on 
their opinions." We have no just reason, therefore» to 
lament, that errors aad heresies are frequently palmed on 
the people for preaching. We have no reason to blame 
the propagators of these errors, heresies, and doctrines of 
devils. The utmost we can expect of them is, to act on 
their opinions. 

With regard to ungrammatical talkers, the case is qidte 
different. For these there is no apology. The remedy is 
obvious. Let them return and spend a few additional 
months at the grammar school — ^for the same purpose^ let 
them peruse this letter, which I design for their edification., 
I am, Sir, your sincere friend, 

And fellow-labourer in grammar* 

JOHN PAIIL. 
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I answer, they are useful, not for mending the word of God, 
not for adding to its perfection or infallibility, not as a 
role of faith and manners — but they are useful, as they as- 
.ibt as in applying the rule of God's word ; they are useful 
$m they assist us in understanding each other, with regard 
to the ideas we attach to the word of God— for these pur- 
poses, I contend, they are useful, and not only useful, but 
necessary. 

Tlie controversy about creeds and confessions may bo 
reduced, if I mistake not, to very narrow limits, thus : 

Either a simple profession of faith in the scriptures (so 
far as belief is concerned,) is sufficient to entitle to the 
privileges of the Christian church, or it is not. If such a 
profession is sufficient, then creeds and confessions are 
uxmecessary ; if it is not sufficient, then both the necessity 
and utility of creeds and confessions are fully established. 

Now, my dear sir, as you talk so much of the sufficiency* 
perfection, and infallibility of scripture, I ask you, Do you 
imagine that a simple profe$sion of faith in the s(priptures, 
is sufficient to entitle to the privileges of the Christian 
church ? Were a person to apply to you for admission, 
and, upon his application, declare that he believed the 
scriptures to be the word of God, and, of course, that he 
believed all the doctrines contained in that sacred "volume, 
would you regard this declaration as perfectly satisfactory ? 
*-es perfectly sufficient to entitle him to admission ? Upon 
this principle, would you actually admit him ? If you say 
you would, and prove that in doing so your conduct would 
be proper, you have gained your point : the controversy is 
Oided. But, my dear sir, do you not perceive, that if a 
ffimple profession of faith in the scriptures were all that is 
necessary to quahfy for admission, the most erroneous and 
fiinatical persons that ever lived could never be excluded. 
Those who <* give heed to seducing spirits and doctrines of 
devils, forbidding to marry, and abstaining^from meats," 
must all be admitted into your community*. Those who 
hold the doctrine of the Nicolaitanes, and contend for a 
oommuntty of wives ; and those who plead for polygamy, 
divorce, and even fornication, must all be received. Those 
who deny the Christian sabbath, baptism, the Lord's sup- 
per, the preaching of the wcrd, and even the obligation of 
the moral law of God, must all become niembers of jont 
society. Those who believe the Redeemer to be the Su- 
preme God ; those who believe him to be a superangelio 
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being ; those who believe him to be a mere man, a 
ble being like ourselves ; and those who believe that he had 
no human nature at all, th$it his incarnation, death, resort 
rection, and ascension, were all imaginary — all these must 
be admitted by you to the enjoyment of the most solemn 
ordinances. If they profess theit faith in the scripturedi 
you cannot refuse them. Dancers, Dunkers, Jumpers, and 
Shakers, must all be admitted into your community. If 
they profess their belief in the scriptures, you can ask to 
more ; yourself being judge, ^i the utmost that can be ex- 
pected of them is, to act on their opinions." Of course* 
when public worship commences, your alleys must be 
cleared, that the dancers ^may «' trip it on the light fantas- 
tic toe ;" whilst the Jumpers and Shakers, having stripped 
off their clothes, leap till their heads strike the joists of 
your galleries, and their bodies fall down in convulsions 
before you. 

Nor mdst you by any means refuse admission to the Fla- 
gellantes, who believe that salvation can only be obtained 
by faith and^whipping. Presume not to deny them the most 
effectual means of their salvation — the cat-o'-nine-tails.-— 
Whilst, with energy and zeal, they exercise their godly dis- 
cipline, and vigorously persevere in their pious flagellations, 
dare not to interfere. <' The utmost you can expect of 
them is, to act on their opinions." 

Suppose the next class of candidates for admission to be 
the Circonceiliones. - With the. clubs of Israel in their 
hands, and the war-whoop of " Praise be to God" in thehr 
mouth^; these ancient fanatics sallied forth in frantic fury. 
As ** vindicators of justice, and protectors of the oppree* 
ed," they enfranchised slaves, discharged debtors, canceled 
bonds, and forced masters to exchange situations with thehr 
servants. With the clubs of Israel (for they used noswordsi 
our Saviour having forbidden the use of one to Peter,) 
with the clubs of Israel, breaking the bones of their vi^ 
tims, and pouring into their eyes a solution of quick-litxn 
and vinegar, they lefl them to perish in the utmost agonies* 
Violating their vows of chastity, they gave themselves up 
to wine, and every species of impurity. At last* by veliu^ 
tary martyrdom* or suicide, they terminated a series of un 
exampled atrocities — ^These, no doubt, you would consider ^ 
a coarse description of Ghristians. , But what could yoe 
do ? If willing to subscribe the scriptures, you could not 
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rafiwe tbem. **The utmost you could expect of theixt 
would bO) to act on thmr opinioiMi." 

The Adamites, the Caioites, the Serpentarians, and Sht 
tamans, must all be admitted members of your society. 
It is true, the tenets of tfao' Adamites might, perhaps, dis^ 
please you a little— ^particularly the fundamental maxim of 
their society, " Jura, perjura, secretum prodere noli"— 
Sweats forswear, and reveal not the secret. Whilst they 
stieBOOusly maintain, that it is highly improper to marry, 
or to wear any clodies, you must not presume to condemn 
their tenets ; for, aecor^ng to your own doctrine, you are 
Mible as well as the Adamites ; you are as liable and as 
I&ely to be mistake, as they. In imitation of old fiither 
Adaib, you tnust allow them the priTilege of appearing in 
your assembly nc^ed. ** The utmost you can expect of 
them is, to act on their opinions." 

Upon the same principle, I conclude, you are by far too 
Hberal, to exclude from your community, the sect of the 
Gainites. You would not condemn this sect, for holding: 
in the highest veneration such worthy characters as Cain, 
Corah, Dathan, Abiram and the Sodomites, but particu- 
larly Judas Iflcariot, who was singularly usefol in betraying 
^Redeemer, by whose blood we are saved ! 

Nor must you, by any means, reject the SerpentarianSt 
who venerate the serpent that beguiled Eve, supposing it to 
be the son of God ! 

Nor could you refose the right hand of fellowship to the 
good old Satanians, who very wisely con^dered, that as tiie 
Devil was a being of great power, it was a dictate of 
prudence to venerate and adore him. You must not con- 
demn any of these tenets ; for you are a fallible being, as 
Kable and as likely to err, as any Serpentarian or Satanian 
in the wojrld. ^' The utmost you could e:q)ect of such cha- 
racters, is, to act on their opinions." 

The Amsdorfians asserted, that good works were not 
only unprofitable, but obstacles to our salvation. 

The Beguines maintained, that when once we are united 
to Qod, we arrive at a state, not only of sinless perfection« 
but- impeccability — ^that we may indulge all our appetites 
md passions without restraint-<-that the greatest enormi* 
ties are perfectly innocent — ^and that we are bound by no 
laws, neither civil nor ecclesiastical. 

The Libertines contended, that God was the immediate 



266 

a^ttthot of every action — ^that, properly speaking, there was 
no such thing as am, nor any essentia) difference between, 
right and wrong^-that we might indulge all our appetites 
and passions without restraint — that all bur actions and pur- 
suits were perfectly innocent — that our blessed Redeemer 
was nothing more than a mere je ne scat quoi,* ccnnposed 
of the Spirit of God and the opinion ^of man. 

Now, Sir, is it not evident, that> upon your principles^ 
Amsdorfians, Beguines, and Libertines, must all be admit* 
ted and recognised as church members? Professing to 
believe in the word Qf God, you could not refuse them. Nor 
could you at all condemn their tenets. Why ? — You will 
' answer the question yourself. You are ** as fallible^ as lia- 
ble, and as likely to err>" as any Beguine, Amsdorfiaui or 
Libertine in the world. " The utmost we can expect of 
men is, to act on their opinions-" 

To render your church a little more respectable, you 
might have a few Stylites> or pillar-saints. These worthy 
e&aracters, like St. Simeon Stylites, perched on the-tops of 
towers forty or fifty cubits high, might stand there motiont 
less fox thirty or forty years. The elevated piety and ex- 
alted devotion of these anchorites, could not fail to excite 
universal admiration : they would undoubtedly be looked 
up to by Christians of every description. Should our Rev. 
Presbyterian prove a little sceptical, and attempt to bfing 
down firom his high station one of these exalted characters^ 
the anchorite might quote his authority thus : <' I will set 
me on my tower, dz^c." ConUnuing still a little sceptical, 
^should your Reverence remonstrate with him — assure him 
that, this was a perversion of scripture — and attempt to 
substitute your own interpretation, his high mightiness 
naight rejoin : According to your own doctrine, you 'are 
aa fallible, as liable, and as likely to err, as any pillar saint. 
*« One interpretation may be as good-as another." Mine 
may, therefore, be as good as yours. I will not come 
down. 

ThuEf, Sir, it appears, that upon your principles, persons 
whose opinions are the most fiinatical, the most erroneous, 
the most immoral, the most impious and abominable, must 
all be admitted, and recognised as church members : profess- 
ing Uieir faith in the scriptures, they cannot be rejected. 
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Of the heterogeneous materials of such a church, the popu- 
lation of Noab^s ark would be only a faint representation. 
So far from living together in love and peace, the whote 
British army could not restrain them from cutting each 
others' throats. From suchachureh '< Good Lord deliver 
us." If this be liberality, let me for ever remain a bigot. 

In the preceding pages, I have endeavoured to point out 
the consequences, which naturally » and in my humble opin* 
ion, necessarily follow from the position, that a professibo 
of belief in the scriptures, is all that is necessary to entitle 
to the privileges of the Christian church. The consequen- 
ces 1 have inferred, I humbly conceive, naturally and necech 
sarily follow from the premises. Sorry, however* would I 
be to insinuate, that my friend, the Rev. Presbyterian^ 
would acknowledge these consequences. I can assure you, 
my dear sir, that I hope better things of you. I flatter 
myself^ that you were not aware of the consequences, to 
which the principles laid down in your dialogue would 
naturally lead you. I cannot believe^ Sir, that upon their 
acknowledgmenj; of the scriptures, you would profess your- 
self willing to hold communion with all descriptions of men, 
however immoral, impious, or abominable their tenets. 

Though Latitudinarian and sceptical principles are fre- 
quently palmed on the world under the specious guise of 
liberality and charity ; yet I do not believe there is any 
Rev. Presbyterian hardy enough to avow .the consequences 
mentioned above. 

Now, Sir, if you grant (and I am confident you will) that 
on a bare profession of their belief in the scriptures, you 
would not admit to church fellowship such characters aa 
mentioned above, I have gained my point The utility and 
necessity of creeds and confessions follow of course ; and 
all your reasoning falls to the grouAdj or may be easily re- 
torted. A Nicolaitane, for instance, applies to you for ad- 
mission. You inform him, that he cannot be admitted, 90 
long as be pleads for a community of wives. He replies, 
that in the days of the apostles, they had all things common* 
You begin to explain this portion, and to point out ^ho 
absurdity of his opinion. He answers- '» The Bible is niy 
cieed. I am willing to subscribe the word of God ; I 
am willing to seal it with my blood ; but I am not 
willing to subscribe your doctrines or opinions. The bibb 
is infallible ; your opinions are fallible — ^if God's word 
be an infallible standard, can you add to infallibility ? Tho 
word of God is a perfect rule ; measure me by that ; bgt 
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I will not submit to be measured by the imperfect rule of 
your opinions. No man^ or body of men, has a right to 
prescribe any other terms of communion between Christ 
and me, than those which he himself hath prescribed ; which 
terms are a belief in his doctrines as contained \n Revela- 
tion. Nay, further, however innocent you may presume 
yourself to be, you are guilty of rebellion against the person 
df Christ, as the king and head of the church, and of pre- 
sumptuously making additions to that which be has pror 
" nounced perfect. You might as well set up a candle, when 
the sun is in his splendour, as your opinion, where the goff* 
p^ shines. You should never dare to dictate to me, what I 
am to believe. Jesus I know, and Paul I know> but who 
«rt thou ?" 

Thus, Sir, you see that a Nicolaitane, or any other person 
of erroneous principles, when refused admission, might, in 
your own words, retort upon you all your invectives against 
ereeds and confessions. The reason is obvious : the moment 
you refuse admission to any person on account of his teneter, 
you are, by your own acknowledgment, setting up *< your 
conscience against his conscience, your opinion against fais 
opinion. You are setting up your interpretation of scripture, 
OS the confession] of his faith-^-^as a creed to measure his 
i3onsoience. You are a fallible, uninspired man, as liable 
and likely to mistake and wrest the true sense of scripture, 
as any of those for whom you are contriving tests, and ex- 
cluding under the name of heretics : and yet, falHble and 
uninspired as you are, we must suppose you to be vnser and 
more merciful than Qod, and capable of delivering his mind 
and will in terms more clear, express, and unexceptionable, 
than Jesus Christ himself. — Still ferther ; if the Nicolaitane 
is willing to subscribe the scriptures, though in an unscrip* 
tural sense, what then, I ask, should hinder him from sub*- 
scribing your interpretation in the* same rhanner ? If he will 
deal treacherously with the words of God, why not much. 
more so with the words of man ?" — with the words of the 
Rev. Pre^yterian ? 

Thus, Sir, you see the dilemma in which you are involved. 
If, upon their simple profession of faith in the scriptures, 
you refuse to admit persons of the most impious and abomi* 
nabie principles, you have given up your cause ; you are 
acting upon the principles of creeds and confessions. All 
^our own reasoning recoils upon yourself ; and I may justly 
address you in the words (>f the apostle. Therefore, tbou 
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art inexctttable, O maU) whoBoever thou art that judgest ; 
for wherein thou judgest aootber thou condemnest thyself* 
for thou that judgest dost the same things. 

But, if, on the contrary, you say, that upon their ae* 
know]edgment of the scriptures, you would admit persons 
of air descriptions, however immoral, impioua« and abomi* 
nable their principles — and particularly, that you would 
admit the Nicolaitane mentioned above, you stand reproved 
by the Spirit of God, Rev. ii. 14—17, " But I have a few 
things against thee, because thou hast there them that bold 
the doctrine of Balaam, who taught Balac to cast a stum- 
bling block before the children of Israel, to eat things sacri* 
ficed to idols, and to commit fornication. So hast thou also 
them that hold the doctrine of the Nicolaitanes, whleb 
thing I hate." Read the words of your Redeemer in the 16th 
Terse, and tremble as you read : " Repent or else I will come 
unto thee quickly, and will fight against them with the 
sword of my mouth. He that hath an ear let him hear what 
the spirit saith unto the churches. ' ' Were it necessary I might 
quote a variety of other texts, in. which the previous Lati- 
tudinarian principle is condemned ; but till once some person 
appear in public, bold enough to avow that principle, I 
ghall not proceed any farther in its refutation. 

The principles of Latitudinarians stand condemned^ by 
common sense* as well as by the word of God ; for how. 
can two walk together except they be agreed ?* 



* Notwithstanding the abuse you have poured upon Layman for 
quoting this text IB favour of creeds and testimbnieBy I have ventured 
to commit the same crime. In this verse, and those that follow, the 
premises only are laid down ; they are all incontrovertible truths, dic- 
tates of common sense. The literal meaning of the text quoted i«, 
How ce^n two men walk together except they be agreed ? The conela- 
■ion to be inferred is, therefore how can God and his people walk togeth- 
er, &c. The validity of the conclusion depends upon the truth of the 
premises — upon the truth of that maxim, <' That no two men can walk 
together, except they are agreed." — Yonr commentary on the text 
concludes thus : What folly to rub the dustoflf our^bibles, while we only 
read half sentences ! My dear Sir, did you really believe that the text 
was a half sentence ? or did you wish to impose that belief upon Lay- 
man ? Did ^ou really think, that the hue and cry you had raised in the 
beginning of the paragraph, together with the notes of admiration ap- 
pended to the end of it, would terrify Layman out of his senses, so that 
he would be unable to distinguish between a half sentence and a whole 
one f Trust me, dear Sir, we should not calculate too much on the 
stupidity of laymen. Some centuries ago, their confidence in (he ipse 
dixit of a clergyman wa« much more implicit than it is at present. Of 
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How can thousands and tens of thousands whose princi> 
pies and practices are the most heterogeneous, discordant, 
and opposite — as opposite as. light and darkness, Christ and 
Belial — how can thousands and millions of such character 
walk together in love and peace ? Sooner may we expect 
to see wolves and lambs, leopards and kids, foxes and 
geese, laying aside their natural antipathies, and uniting in 
<we amicable and harmonious commonwealth ! 

1% must be confessed, however, that though Latitudinariah 
principles are inconsistent with scripture and common sense; 
they are nevertheless perfectly consistent with them^lvea. 
If persons of all descriptions, upon the adoption of the bible 
as their creedi ought to be admitted to church fellowship, 
it follows, of course* that human creeds and confessions 
fall to the ground. 

Nor is it at all strange, that men of corrupt minds* who 
walk in oraftihessy heuidle the word of God deceitfully, 
imd corrupt the Gospel of Christ — it is not at all strange, 
that such oharacters should cordially hate, and vigoroiu^ 
oppose, all creeds and confessions. Those who bring m 
4aiDnable heresies, the apostle assures us, do it pritUif; 
they << creej^ in unawareaJ^^ But creeds and confessions tear 
off the mask, and expose to public odium those, who, fc^ 
the sleight of men, and cunning craftiness, lie in wait to 
deceive. To such men, creeds and confessions are no less 
odious, than- locks and bars to nightly depredators. Such 
characters* I say* in their opposition to creeds and confes- 
Mons, act consistently, and as might be expected. But 
oreeds and -Gonfessions ace oj^oaed by vast numbers of a 
v^ dififerent descriptioii — by individuals, and by commiii- 
nities* strongly attached to the doctrines of the gospel, and 
fimdy resolved, not to open the doors of the church for tiv^ 
reception of those, whom they regard as heretical. Such 
oharacters do themselves, what they condemn in oth«r8.-7- 
Between them and the advocates of creeds and oonfessioiMi 
the difference is merely circumstantial. Whenever they 
exclude an erroneous person, they do it on the principle of 
« creed, as we have already observed. They exclude him* 



late, thej appear veiy much in the habit of thinking for themselves. 
And, indeed, it must be confessed, that to tee the layman walkfng Iti 
th«^ path of eoromDn tense, whUst the cleiaymaa is wandering from it, 
and compUtaly bewtld^red^ is no uacoiniQOii case* 
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not b#baose he refiises to profess bis faith in the scriptures^ 
but b^attse, they conceive he has not correct views of the 
■ori^tiires. Their own views are exhibited to him as a con- 
fession of faith) which he is requested to subscribe. If be 
eafinot acquiesce in these views, he is refused admission. 
Pot instance, if he refuse to profess his faith in the so* 
prcfme deity of the Redeemer — his atonement — the depra- 
vity of nature^— the e^cacy of grace, &rC. he cannot be 
adm^ted. Now all these doctrines, be they what they may, 
are so many articles of their creed. The difference be* 
tween it and ours, (as I have already observed,) is merely 
oircumstanftial, and the balance appears decidedly in out 
ftvour. Theirs is a verbal creed, ours a printed one.—* 
Theirs ptivate^ ours public. Theirs exhibited by obscure 
individuals, ours by a learned and venerable assembly of 
divines. Every candidate for admission with us, has an 
Opportunity of examining our creed at his leisure. He 
may pause, ponder* sift, and compare every article with the 
ijirord' of God. In joining those who have no public creed 
be has not this privilege. He has not the same advantage 
for becoming acquainted with the principles of those into 
whose society he is about to enter. Of course^ the union 
cannot be supposed so complete, nor the communion so 
comfortable. 

To the reasoning employed in the preceding pages, it may 
-be objected, that I have not attempted to prove the neces- 
sity or utility of creeds and confessions [from the word of 
^od. In reply to this objection, I would observe, that if 
^e Latitudinarian scheme, which I have in the preceding 
pages, endeavoured to expose, ^tiada- condemned by the 
word of God, it follows, of course, that creeds and cob* 
fessiohs, by the same divine word, are fully recognised and 
'^iahlished. Between the Latitudinarian scheme, and the 
-adoption of creeds and confessions, I have endeavoured 
to prove that there is no medium. It necessarily follows^ 
that the condemnation of the one, is the recognition and 
establishment of the other. Should this answer, to persons 
abcustomed to close thinking, appear not altogether satis- 
factory, in confirmation of it I would ask a few questions. 
Are we not commanded to reject a heretic ? Were not 
the Asiatic churches reprimanded for not excluding erro- 
.neous persons ? Are we not commanded to spBak the 
same things? to be perfectly joined together in the same 
mind and the same jiidgmieBt, fyo^ ? Now, stfi I presume 
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it will be a task too hard for you, or anj maDi to show, how it 
18 possible to obey these injunctions, upon, any other prin- 
ciple, than that of the adoption of creeds and confessions. 
If we throw open the door of the church for the receptioio 
of persons of the most opposite, jarring and heretical opi- 
nions, it is evident, we do so in direct violation of the 
above mentioned precepts : on the other hand, if we ex- 
clude any, on account of their opinions^ we must do it by 
a cr^ed. Our views of scripture are a creed, and we ex» 
dude them because they do not acquiesce in these views. 
It follows, of course, that if we have any -authority in scrips 
lore for the exclusion of heretical persons, we have the 
aame authority for the use of a creed ; becalise it is only 
by a creed that any person can possibly be excluded. Our 
creed may be a verbal one, a written one, or a printed one» 
(the difference is not essential,) but still it is only by the 
aedlum. of a creed we can possibly obey the above scrip- 
ture precepts. 

I am. Sir, a notorious creed-monger : but, at the same 
time,« 

Your sincere friend, 

..And very humble servant, 

JOHN PAUL. 
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Rev.^ and dear Sir, 

Ha\4ng, in the preceding letter, from principles both 
of flcriptnre and reason, endeavoured to prove, not only 
the utitity, but also the necessity of creeds and confession^ 
I flhall in the pres^^, briefly advert to a few of the most 
idausible things yeu have said in opposition to thO'Caiiae 
whidi I advocate. 

Page 19, you conetudey (hat ** when there are twenty 
different conde&sions, nineteen of them must be wrong.-' 
With equal force of reasoning, you might infer that wheo 
tbfdce are twenty {Hcuires (sup}iese'of Bonaparte) mneteeo 
of thenn must be badly executed, and only one of them ^ 
irue l}kenes9« Nay, farther, if sueh a mode of teasoni^g 
beil^ptMiiiitte, thefJalasj^adonB ooeaequence would followt 



that onhf one of the fonr gospels contains a true biegraphi* 
fsal account of our blessed Redeemer ! Creeds may be dif^ 
ferent, but not opposite: notwithstanding apparent or'cir- 
^aimstantial differences^ there may boi upon the whole, an 
astonishing agreement. 

Page 24, you reason thus : «* But let us suppose the ut- 
most, that your human creed, or test, whatever it may be, 
contains the true sense of scripture, yet still it is incompre^ 
faensible how it should be any remedy against heresy, or 
any meaiis of detecting the heretic more than the scriptures 
themselves. Heretics, you allow, will readily subscribe the 
scriptures, though in an unscriptural sense ; and what then, 
I ask, should hinder them firom subscribing human creeds 
and tests in the same manner ? If they will deal treach- 
erously with the word of God, why not much more so with 
the words of men ! .'" 

This argument, being a remarkable one, you very wisely 
set off by two notes of admiration. With reverence and 
awe let us approach it 1 When you talk of heretics deal- 
ing treacherously with the word of God, what do you mean ? 
Do you mean that all heretics are hypocrites — that they do 
not believe what they profess-^that they do not believe thek 
tenets to be founded on the word of God ? If this be your 
meaning, allow me to inform you that a bigoted Covenanter 
is more liberal in his ideas respecting heresy* than the Rev. 
Presbyterian. If it is essential to the character of a her^ 
tic that he is condemned of his own conscience, he never 
could be known, and of course could never be rejected. 
Would a heretic tell the world that he was acting in oppo- 
dtion to the dictates of conscience? It would be absurd 
tp suppose it. How then could any person aScertaiB 
the fact? It would be impossible. The truth is, that, 
bowever Mse and erroneous Uie tenets of heretics, we have 
no reason to imagine that they do not believe them. Or 
die contrary, we are assured by the highest authority, that 
because men receive not the love of the truth, for this cau^ 
God gives them over to strong delusions — to believe lies. 
Their tenets are lies ; but they actually believe them. They 
believe them to be founded on the word of God ; and, there* 
lore, they can profess their faith in the scriptures without 
any violation of the dictates of conscience. With regard 
to a human creed, the case may be different. We shall 
fflustrate by an example* Suppose a person, such as Hy« 
meneus, Philetus« or one of the Corinllito honticBf wpiplim 
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to yoa for admission. You ask him what he belieyes con- 
cerning the resurrectiois ? He replies that he believes what 
the scriptures teach on that subject. You inquire still far- 
ther, do you believe that the dead bodies of men, both of 
the righteous and the wicked, shall, at the last day, be 
caised from their graves,%n'd united to their souls, never 
more to be separated ? He answers, I believe no such 
thing — ^I believe that the resurrection mentioned in scrip- 
ture is to be understood in a spiritual or« mystical sense ; 
aM that is intended by it is only a resurrection from sin, &c. 
This, I believe, is what the scripture teaches. The scrip- 
tural account I am willing to subscribe ; but I will not sub- 
aeribe your creed. 

Thus* my dear Sir« it appears to me quite easy to con* 
eeive how a human creed might shut the door of the church 
against a heretic, whilst the scriptures themselves would be 
no obstruction. Indeed* I acknowledge, that when the 
tide of self-interest sets strongly in, creeds, confessions^ 
acripture and conscience, frequently prove but feeble bar- 
riers. The exclusion of such characters will always be 
found difficult in proportion to the temptations of wealtii and 
aggrandizement No wonder, therefore, if the English esta- 
l^hment answer the laconic description of Pitt : *^ A Cal- ' 
vinktic creed, a Popish liturgy, and an Arminian clergy." 
In a word, it is not creeds, but royal emoluments, that 
make men deal treacherously with the lyords both of God 
and man. 

Page 18th, Covenanter asks: *«Do you not honestly 
think that it is necessaty for men to be on their guard with 
respeot to the solemn subject of religion ?'^ To this you 
re|:4y : <' Most assuredly I do : and as these subjects will 
not run out of the bible more than the stars out of the 
heaveiis, we should imitate the example of navigators, who 
never steer by a blaze, qpad always endeavour to make ad<- 
yances in science by viewing the heavenly bodies as they 
are arranged by God, and not as they are fancied to be by 
this man or that. Ail aid is fair ; but whatever the systema 
be* they will best appear in the volume of nature, which 
Gimnot be toueked, and the volume of revelation, which 
oogbtnot to be assorted. Each object, will appear best in 
its x>wn situation ; and the moment you remove it to any 
o^^ier, it becomes deformed, and leaves a breach behind. 
Take, for example* a particidar verse out of one of the gos* 
p«i8, and vho ^n teU its meaning by itself or discover the 
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Bense of the whole, once it is removed ?*' But why, my 
4ear Sir, did you dismiss this paragraph without the usual 
insignia ? If the former one was judged worthy of two 
notes of admiration, surely this was fully entitled to at least 
half a dozen. In the commencement of it you talk of sub- 
jects running out of the bible? add stars running out of the 
heavens — a very remarkable race indeed ! The Olympic 
course never exhibited one so interesting. You then inform 
us, that we should ii^itate the example of navigs^rs^ who 
xtever steer by a blaze. If this be so, then down with all 
light-houses. You next asisure us, that navigators always 
€aideavour to make advances in science by viewing the 
heavenly bodies as they are arranged by God, and not as 
they are fancied to be by this man or that. Pray sir, is 
there a single navigator on the face of the earth who is no 
way indebted to human systems 1 When once you have 
convinced the world of the impropriety of studying naviga- 
tion by the help of books and systems^*- when once you 
have persuaded navigators to throw away these helps, and 
to study the art merely by consulting the volume of nature ; 
then let creeds and confessions be for ever exploded, and 
let the bible and the volume of nature be the only two books 
in the universe I — ^But, " O," says the Rev. Presbyterian, 
** all aid is fair." A very candid confessi<Mi indeed ! It is 
fiil I ask. Indeed it is much more than I could Jiave possi- 
bly expected* All aid is fair ; then doubtless the aid of 
creeds and confessions is fair. If all aid is fair in studying 
the volume of nature, why not in studying the volume of 
revelation ? My dear sir, had you diily considered the im* 
port of these four monosyllables^ «< all aid is fair," you would 
have thrown down your arms, and the Battle of Dialogues 
had never been fought. But the Rev. Presbyterian is not 
so easily driven off the field. As if my friend had made no 
concession^ with undaunted courage he proceeds to observe, 
^' whatever the system be, they will best appear in the vo- 
lume of nature which cannot be touched, and the volume 
of Revelation which ought not to be assorted*" But, in 
the name of common sense, what does my friend mean by 
the volume of nature which cannot be touched ? Of th» 
nem volume. I solemnly declare> that down to the present 
moment, I have never heard one single syllable. It is only 
with the old volume of nature which can be touched that I 
am acquainted. This old volume* Sir, accordkig to my 
dull apprehension^ we all touab — Wf^of^QOt avoid toucbiog 
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for we ore living in constant contact with it. Nay, more ; 
of this old tangible volnme both the Re?. Presbyterian, and 
his humble servant, are constituent parts. 

Philosophically remarking) that the volume of nature 
cannot be touched, ' and theologically observing, that tho 
volume of revelation ought not to be assorted, you assure 
usy that whatever the systems be, they will best appear in 
these two volumes. Here again, I must confess my igno^ 
lance. I must candidly acknowledge, that I never before 
knew, that any system, but the true ones, would appear 
best, either in the volume of nature or revelation. ' Accord- 
ing to you, it is no matter what these systems are, whether 
they be true or false ; you assure us thdA. whatever they be, 
they wUl best appear in these two voluines. Pray, Sir, dp 
you really think, and are you perfectly sure, that not Only 
the Copernican or Newtonian system ; but that the old ex- 
ploded systems of Ptolemy and Des Cartes, will best appear 
in the volume of nature ? Do you really believe, that the 
Socinian, Arian, Arminian, Oalvinistic, Antinomian sys- 
tems — nay, that all the systems of divinity, that ever were 
written* will best appear in the volume of Revelation ? If 
you believe all this, (and you have boldly asserted it) you 
a^e much more credulous thau any of the advocates of 
creeds and confessions.' They really helieve, that various 
systems, exhibited both by philosophers and divines, are so 
far from appearing best in the volumes of nature and Reve^ 
lation, that they do hot appear in those volumes at all. 
Nay, farther ; they verily believe, that many of those sys* 
tems have no existence in nature y but only in the bewilder- 
ed imuginations of their blinded votaries. 

With great sagacity you go on to observe, that '* each 
object will appear best in its own situation, and the mo- 
noent you remove it to any other it becomes deformed^ 
and leaves a breach behind." That each of the stars, 
planets, &c. appears best in the situation "assigned to it by 
the Almighty, I readily admit ; but how it would appear^ 
when removed from that situation, I am not at present pre- 
pared to say. You assure us that it would appear defoni>> 
ed — ^it may be so. Covenanters, not B^ng *' great astron- 
omers," have not yet begun to pluck the planets from 
their orbits." Of course, I can say very little on this suly- 
ject. 

But when you talk of removing objects from one sitoa^ 
tton to aBOCiier» perhaps you Doean not stars or planets* but 
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objects in this lower world ; Your language indeed implies 
both ; but, as we cannot always ascertain your meaning? 
from your words, perhaps you had no thought of removing 
a star or planet, but only terrestrial objects, such as trees^ 
flowers, stones, &c. Now, my dear sir, do you really think* 
that trees and flowers become deformed, in consequance 
of their removal from the forest to the orchard or flower 
garden ? Do stones become deformed, when removed from 
the quarry to occupy a place in the splendid edifice ? Say, 
ye botanists, ye florists, and ye architects, is this doctrine 
true? is it true, that die moment ye remove any object 
from its own situation to another, it becomes deformed ? 
If so—on the face of this globe can ye find no better em- 
ployment, than to render deformed the works of yoiir 
Maker ! 

The truth is, that in Astronomy, Natural history, Botany, 
Chemistry — in every department of science and of art, 
classification and arrangement are absolutely necessary. 
In every branch of literature the necessity of systematic 
arrangement is universally felt. Even to the Rev. Presby- 
terian himself, the hero who fought the Battle of Dialogues, 
I would recommend a little more attention to classification 
and arrangement. The Duke of Wellington will inform 
him, that, without strict attention to order and arrange- 
ment, he had never gained the victory in the Battle of 
Waterloo; and I can assure my friend, that unless in all 
his future military operations he display more attention to 
order than formerly, he needs never dream of conquering 
the Westminster Divines. 

My Rev. and dear Presbyterian, I do not think it stf ange, 
that you oppose classification — (I do not mean clerical clas- 
sification) or the classification of regium donum>) — ^I do not 
think it strange, that you oppose classification, both in theory 
and practice ; for, to be candid, I am afraid you have not 
a single correct idea on the subject. Do you really imagine, 
that there can be no such thing as classification or arrange* 
ment without removing objects from theic own situation to 
another, and leaving a breach behind ? Is it not po^ble, 
for instance, to classy the stars or planets without plucking 
them from their respective systems, rendering them deform* 
ed, and leaving a breach behind them ? In like manner, is it 
not possible to quote texts of scripture* and to classify and 
arrange those texts, without rendering them deformed, and 
leaving a l»*each in ^e sacred vdame ? *^ Take, Bx Bsmok^ 
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pie," say you, *< a particular verse out of one of the gospels, 
and who can teU its meaning by itself, or discover the sense 
of the whole, once it is removed '*' I confess, my dear friend, 
that I do not like this example at all. << Take a particular 
verse out of one of the Gospels." JNo, sir, I would not take a 
particular verse out of one of the Uospels for the whole world. 
For, "if any man take away from the words of the book of this 
prophecy, God will take away his part out of the book of 
life." Indeed, my dear Sir> could any person be found im- 
pious enough to make the sacrilegious experiment which 
you recommend — could any person be found, who would 
take away a part of the scriptures, I perfectly agree with 
you, that it would be difficult, nay "impossible, to discover 
the sense of the whole, that part being removed. But does 
your Reverence really imagine, that any of the advocates of 
creeds and confessions have it in contemplation to take 
away a part of the sacred volume, and to leave mankind to 
guess the meaning of the remainder ?• Trust me, dear sir, 
you need not be in the least apprehensive. In reducii^ 
divine truths into a system, all that is necessary is the liberty 
of quotation. There is no necessity of taking a single text 
out of the bible. 

But perhaps you will say, that by taking a particular text 
out of one of the Gospels, all you intended was the quota* 
tion of that text. Now, if this was your intention, why do 
you talk of the difficulty of ascertaining the meaning of the 
whole, when that text is removed ? The text, upon this 
principle, is not removed. The whole of the portion from 
which you quote, is the same after as before quotation ; and, 
of course, the discovery of its meaning** equally easy. 

With regard to the text quoted, you ask, who*can tell its 
meaning by itself? Now, my dear friend, if there be any 
difficulty here, the weight of it falls on your own head. 
Page 26, at the top, you have (to use your own perspicu- 
ous phrase) taken a verse out of one of the Gospels : you 
liave quoted Matthew, xv. 9. << But in vain do they wor- 
ship me, teaching for doctrines the commandments of men." 
Prayi sir, who can tell the meaning of this text by itself? 
For what purpose then did you quote it ? Is it not become 
deformed by being removed from its own situation to occupy 
a place in your EHalogue ? Haa it not left a breach behind 
il T and who can discover the meaning of the whole, now 
it is renaoved ! I'he laecHMriateAcy of your principles* and 
ptm6m bem r^ands lae^af Beik^ the aceptic, w1ki« Igut 

24 
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close cbain of reasoning, endeavoured to prove that all rea>- 
goning was inconclusive. That subtle genius unfortunately 
forgot, that if all reasoning were inconclusive, bis own re&« 
toning, by which he was endeavouring to establish thai 
point, must, by consequence* go for nothing. Alas ! how 
inconsistent a creature is man 1 Even men of the greatest 
talents, when once they have wandered out of the -path of 
common sense, soon run into the grossest absurdities. - 

Before you sent your pamphlet to the press, had you 
careiiiHy perused it, you might have perceived, that it is not 
merely in your animadversions on the quotations of a single 
text, thi^ you have contradicted yourself : but also in your 
observations on the quotation and arrangement of various 
lexts. You condemn the quotation of numerous portions 
of Scripture adduced in proof of the different articles of the 
eonfesmon of faith. You , assure us, that it would have been 
much fairer and more amoenient, to have had the whole of 
Revelation before us. Now, in pages 24 and 25, you have 
quoted no fewer than seven portions of scripture. You 
have arranged them according to your own taste, in an order 
quite different from that in which they stand in the sacred 
volume. Pray, sir, had you reflected for a moment, might 
you not have easily perceived, that any person might retort 
your own arguments in your own words, thus : •'' It wquld 
be much fairer and more camenieni, to have the whole of 
Revelation before us. I cannot see how you will carry the 
principles of the bible out of the bible, so as to give them 
greater force. If any man can arrange them more conspi- 
cuously than the Holy Spirit, he will then prove his superior 
wisdom in communicating the knowledge of the truth. It is 
nt strange compliment to revelation, to suppose, that though 
it should fail in establishing its own sufficiency and perfec- 
tion, yet these doctrines are so methodically arranged in the 
]^ttle of Dialogues, as fully to accomplish that end. ' ' Thus, 
sir^ you see, that the readers of your dialogue might » in your 
own words, retort your own arguments — in the language of 
the ancient proverb, they might sarca^ically address you : 
" Fhymcian, heal thyself!*' 

The truth is,^ thai between the volumes of nature and 
Revelation there is a very striking analogy. In the volurne 
of nature, objects are not arranged according to, genus and 
species. Trees, animals, &.e. of all descriptions, ace pro* 
xi^iseuously blended. Ta assist ua'm acquiring ^e . 48ow«> 
l«dg6 of these obieots^ mett of leamog «Bd seieno^ Inure 
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olaasifted and arraaged them. In t>otaQy, bow great the 
utility of the system .of Linnsus ? In the atudy of nataml 
history, how much ^re we indebted to the systematic pro- 
ductions of a Goldsmith and a Buifon ? The case is quite 
ffimilar with regard to the volume of diyine revelation. The 
truths relating to the same subject, are nott all contaiaed iu 
the same chapter or the same book. They are not systema- 
ticaUy arranged, but promiscuously blended, in the study 
of those sacred oracles, as * all aid is fair,' compends of 
Christian doctrine, creeds, confessions* catechisms, d&o. 
are of admirable use. It is true, indeed* they may be abused* 
as the best of things are; but this is no argument against 
their utility. To deprive us of those means so remakably 
calculated to facilitate our progress in scripture knowledge* 
is certainly a mode of discovering our respect for the sc^ip* 
tures, extremely worthy of modern illumination ! Warmly 
attached to systematic arrangement, both in philosophy 
and divinity, I am, dear Sir, 

YourS) d&e. 



LETTER IV. 

Rev. and dear Sir, 

Wishing always to give honour where b<mour is due, 

1 must acknowledge that your language is appropriate w ton 

you assure us that the Synod of Ulster have decendy laid 

aside the confession of faith. In giving up that confession, 

if your account be correct, the general Synod have pio- 

ceeded very decently indeed. They have given it up, not 

all at once, but gradually : first, by the pacific act ; next 

l^ a resolution founckd upon that act ; then by using it in 

luch a qualified manner as to render it a mere name— 7a 

piece of appearance ; and lastly, by scarcely mentioning it 

^atall, in cases of lic^^se and ofdination. The whole of 

tbi» procedure all inust acknowledge to be highly deoeat 

«ud reapeetfuL That the Westminster coufise^^cm k so 

4eceiitly laid aside, you seem to glory; and indeed no 

wonder, if our subordinate standards have been aei up« at 

you insinuate — ** to supercede the scriptures^ to rwal their 

Bflend&mpii and to divert the €Utettiwn(^numkiMdJromA»r 



peifeeiUm.** Tf such be their actaal tendency, they should 
have been laid aside long ere now^-they should have been 
laid aside, not decently, but with the greatest contempt. 
With the national covenant and the solemn league, they 
should have been burned by the hands of the common hang- 
man. But, my dear Sir, do not candour and justice say, 
that before these standards are condemned, they should be 
fairly tried and found guilty ? Tell me, Sir, has the use of 
the confession of faith actually produced those evils you so 
much dread and deprecate ? Or has the laying of it aside 
been atteaded by a great augmentation of respect for the 
scriptures ? Is family worship more.punctually performed ? 
Are the sacred oracles more frequently read ? Are they 
daily read, morning and evening, by the heads of families ? 
Are they daily read even in the families of clergymen, and 
particularly those clergymen who decry all creeds and con- 
fessions, who are enemies to the doctrines of the West- 
minster confession, and extol the perfection and infallibility 
of Scripture ? Are both clergymen and laymen more in 
the habit of associating in fellowship meetings for the pur- 
pose of reading the word of God, and conversing on its 
sacred contents ; of addressing the throne of grace ; of 
teaching and exhorting each other in psalms, hymns, and 
spiritual songs, singing and making melody in their hearts 
unto the Lord ? -Where are now those days when the 
houses of your pious ancestors, both laymen and clergymen, 
resounded with the praises of their Creator and Redeemer? 
— ^when a portion of the divine word was publicly read 
every morning and evening in the families of many ? — when 
family prayers, like clouds of incense, daily ascended the 
throne of the Most High ? — when, on the mornings and 
evenings of Christian sabbaths, our towns and cities were 
rendered vocal by the chanting of divinely-inspired an- 
thems ? " How is the gold become dim, and the fine gold 
changed l" Say, my dear Sir, has not the laying aside of 
the confession of faith been followed* up by a correspondf 
ing dereliction of the most sacred duties ? — of family wor- 
ship, social worship, reading the word of God, teaching add 
admonishing one another in psalms and hymns, and spiri- 
frufil songs, singing and making melody in the heart anto 
thc'liord ? I trust, however, that^the neglect of those duties, 
though mournfully prevalent, is not universal. I hop^e, nay 
I firmly believe, there are exceptions, honourable excep- 
tions, both among the laity and the clergy of your com- 
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mimity — ^men of piety and:aiai, who strain every nerve 
to stem the torreBt of defeetiom who exert dl their, en* 
ergies ^to revive the practice of those saered .duties. 
But who are those mea? Are they not generaHy at** 
tached to the confession of £aith, or at least to the 
doctrines of that ancient volume ? Tell me al8o» my 
dear sir, who are most forward in excluding frooi their 
psadmody the divinely inspired compositions of scripture f 
Who are most forward in substitutuig for the psalms of 
David, hymnS) paraphrases, ^^c. the productions of unin- 
spired and fallible men ? Is it by the frieiids or the enemies 
of the coniesstDH that the dictates of revelation are thus 
sacrilegiously shuf&ed out, and supplanted ? Where are 
now all your fears for the ark of God ? Are you no way 
alarmed Jest our fine modern poetic effusions ** supersede 
the sat^red. oracles," ** rival their splendour," and <* divert 
the attention of mankind from their perfection ?" Have 
not those whp were most forward in laying aside the c<^ 
fession of faith) been also the most forward in giving up, 
and decently laying aside, the psalms of David ? With what 
decency and decorum do our modern reformers proceed in 
this business ! First, a few paraphrases are occ€isionally 
sung ; next, a few, hymns of human composition ; then the 
psalms of David are culled, the cursing ones, (as they are 
called, or rather miscalled,) entirely rejected, and a few of 
the better sort sung alternately with the hymns of Watts, 
Newton or Cowper ; afterwards this selection is used so 
sparingly as to render it a nme name — a piece of appear* 
aiioe ! and lastly, these sacred hymns are scarcely ever 
m^itioned in public worship. How gratifying to think 
that the psalms of David are likely to obtain so decent a 
funeral ! But, again : 

Tell me, dear sir, wiio are most forward in excluding 
from public schools the sacred oracles ? Solomon once 
thought it a dictate of wisdom to train up a child in the 
way he should go ; but in this it appears he was completely 
mistaken ; for we have now discovered, in this age of rea- 
son, that an early religious edneatien is highly injurious — 
that it has a tendency to fill the mind with prejudices and 
prepossessions, to bias it in favour of a system, and ulti • 
mately to destroy all freedom of Inquiry. We have, there- 
fore, vrisely excluded the scriptures from onr seminaries of 
edocatioa. Our children most not be allowed to read these 
sacred oracks, lest too much ^miliarity should breed con- 
i 24* 



tempt. Their young and tender minds muBt be left, like 
the sluggard's garden, overrun with noxious weeds, in or- 
der to prepare them for the good ^,deed of the word of God I 
The enemy must be allowed time to sow his tares before the 
good husbandman be permitted to plant his wheat \ In re- 
spect for the scriptures these modern iUuminati are only 
one step behiod the old mother church. To prevent their 
being abused, they have only to lock them up from this laity 
altogether ! Speak out, njy dear sir, and inform the public 
by what class of Christians the bible is thus betrayed with 
a kiss — whether by the advocates of creeds and confessions, 
or those Latitiidinarians who oppose these' standards, be- 
cause they cordially hate their contents. Inform the world 
by what class of Christians the bible is most read, studied, 
and respected— whether by the friends or enemies of the 
Westminster confession and its doctrines. By what class 
of Christians is the/plenary inspiration of the Bible denied, 
and the Old Testatnent Scriptures represented as an anti- 
quated almanac ? 

After the confession of faith, psalms of David, &.c. the 
next thing to be laid aside is that code of discipline which 
our blessed, Redeenier has established in his word. The 
various articles of this code will be found in different de* 
partments of the New Testament. A number of those ar- 
ticles we shall here exhibit in one view. 

*:^ Moreover, if thy brother shall trespass against thee» go 
and tell him of his fault between thee and him alone : if he 
shall hear tliee, thou hast gained thy brother ; but if he will 
not hear thee, then take with thee one or two more, that in 
the mouth of two or three witnesses every word may be esta- 
blished ; and if he shall neglect to hear them, tell it ynto 
the church ; but if he neglect to hear the church, let hiro 
be unto thee as an heathen man and a publican. But now 
I have written unto yoii not to keep company, if any man 
that is called a brother be a fornicator, or covetous, or an 
idolater, or a railer, or a drunkard, or an extortioner ; with 
such an one, no, not to eat. Now we command yon, 
brethern, in the name of our Lord Jesus Christ* that ye 
withdraw yourselves from every brother that walketh disor- 
derly, and not after the tradition which he received of tis. 
And if any man obey not our word by thia epistle, note 
that man, and have no company with him, that he may be 
ashamed ; yet count him not as an enemy, but entreat him 
as a brother. Against an qlder receive not an accusatio&» 
but before two or three witnesses. Them that sin> rebuke 
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b^re all, f bat others also majrfear. A man that is 9Ch 
iifiretic after the first and second adnionitiolif reject, &c/* 
Such, my dear sir, is a specimen of that code of discip- 
line handed down in the New Testament by our Lord Jesm 
Chrklk the king and head of the church. Such are the im- 
mutable laws which the Redeemer himself has establishe<l^ 
and which you have presumed to supersede and alter.' Out 
of your own mouth you stand condemned ; for, page 20* 
you say : «« If the constitution and laws of the church be 
fixed by Christ himself, I know not how any man can take 
the liberty to supersede or alter them.". Now, sir, you are 
tbe very man who has taken the liberty to supersede and 
alter the laws of Christ ; for, in page 23, you assure us» 
^^ that though the doctrines should remain as they came 
from Heaven, yet the discipline may be varied as circun^ 
stances require." Nay, sir* you have dared to supersede 
the Redeemer's code of discipline by a civil code— =-a code 
which may be necessary in one age, but unnecessary in 
another — a code which, you candidly confess, has no more 
foundation in the word of God, than the hour for public 
worship^ Thus, sir, you have laid aside, not decently, but 
rudely and presumptuously, the disciplinary laws of your 
exalted Redeemer \ Tn the room of those lawsj you have 
set up a civil, unauthenticatedr fluctuating code, from 
v^hich, even to the word of God, you will not allow so much 
as even the privilege of appeal ! Let us hear your ovni 
vJTords : ** Even where human standards of doctrines exist, 
the appeal will always be made to Revelation ; but in codes 
of discipline, the appeal must be made to the code itself.*' 
Say now^my dear friend, and let all the world judge, whether 
you, o^the advocates of creeds and confessions, are most 
sincerely attached to the sacred - oracles. With them, yoti 
candidly grant, the last appeal is to revelation ; but with 
poUj the laws of Christ are a dead letter; they are coair 
pletely superseded : from your fluctuating code there is no 
appeal 1 

.Is this, my dear sir, the result of all your flaming profe9> 
sions of respect for the scriptures ? Are you the clergj^ 
man who declared himself, unwilling to be measured by any 
other rule, but the perfect one of divine revelation ? Are 
you the Rev. Presbyterian who was so much afraid of sea- 
ting up any human standard, lest it might supersede the 
^ord of God, rival its splendour, or divert the attention of 
mem firom its perfection ?«-^Qd yet| ^ft^r i&f vithQut ebaiQd 



or remorse, by bne strolce, you sweep away the whole of 
that divinely inspired code of disciplinary laws establsBlied 
by the blessed Redeemer of men ! In all this, (to use 
your Own words) ** however ionocent you may presume 
yourself to be, you are guilty of rebellion against the per- 
son of Christ as the head of the church.*' 

The church and the world are disimct societies'— the one 
is an enclosure, the other a common. In scripture the 
citurch is represented by a walled city, a field, a vineyardv 
a garden enclosed) a spring shut up, a fountain sealed, it 
is the will of heaven, that the distinction between the church 
and the world should be perpetually kept up — that the 
church's enclosure should remain for ever inviolable. This 
distinction was established by the Almighty himself, when 
tliere was only one family on the face of the earth. Cain, 
as unworthy of church privileges, was excommunicated by 
his Maker, banished frOm the presence of the Lord, and ex- 
eluded from the fellowship of the sasnts. This was the 
first partition wall built between the church and the world. 
The breaking down of this wall was the cause of the de- 
luge. The church of God, mingling with the excommuni- 
cated offspring of Cain, rapidly degenerated? till the earth 
was filled with violence, and till (Noah and his family ex- 
cepted,) all fiesh were corrupted, and the flood came, and 
swept them all away. 

Every person knows, that the Jewish church was a com- 
plete enclosure. Subjected to a code of discipline remark- 
ably rigorous, by a middle wall of partition she was sepa- 
rated from the world. If, at any time, she suffered her 
walls of discipline to be broken down, she was. severely 
reprimanded and chastised. Her priests, if guilty*in this 
matter, were degraded ; whilst those who were faithful ob- 
tained the highest encomiums ; and were encouraged to 
persevere, and to teach the people of God the difference 
between the holy and the profane, and to cause them to dis- 
cern between the clean and the unclean. Relaxation of 
^scapline was uniformly accompanied by a correspondiBg 
relaxation of morals, and was always followed by alarming 
risitations of Providence- 

Under the gospel dispensation, the middle wall of parti- 
tion between Jews and Gentiles is broken down, but not 
that wall which separates the church from the world. In 
the New Testament scriptures quoted above, and a variety 
of others, the separating Unes are distinctly drawn. Per- 
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sons of heretical opinionsy or immoral diaracter, have no 
right to be recognised as Christians. We are commanded 
to reject them — ^to treat them as heathen men and publi* 
cans — ^to have no company with them, that they may be 
ashamed. A sense of shame is a powerful principle. Its 
influence is incalculable. Hence we find, that the laws of 
honour are frequently obeyedi whilst the laws of the state 
are treated with contempt Now, if a sense of shame 
operate so powerfully in securing obedience to the laws of 
honour, falsely so called — ^to the laws of gambling, ^c^; 
how much more powerful must be its operation in securing 
o^bedience to the laws of morality- — ^to the laws of religion 
—Hto the laws of God i By confounding all distinction be- 
tween the church and the world, the operations of that 
powerful principle of shame are completely paralysed^ and 
effects the most baneful and pernicious produced. Such 
conduct, though dignified with the specious epithets of liber- 
ality and charity,,! h<ave no hesitation to pronounce alike 
repugnant to the laws of Chnst? and the soundest principles 
ctf reason and philosophy. Could a city be more completely 
exposed to the incursions of her enemies, than by the break* 
ing down of her walls and fortifications ? Could a corn 
field be more effectually ruined, than by the breaking down 
of its fences ? Could a vineyard be morel effectually de^- 
troyed, than by the removal o£ its hedges ? " Why hast 
thou then broken down her hedges, so that all they that pass 
by the way do pluck her ? The boar out of the wood doth 
waste it, and the wild beast of the field doth devour it.'' 
«* I went by the field of the slothful, and by the vineyard 
of the man void of understanding ; and, lo, it was all grown 
CFver with thorns, nettles had covered the face thereof, and 
the stone wall thereof was broken down." — Tell me, njy 
dear sir, could you more effectually ruin the church of God^ 
than by breaking down the walls of her discipline ? How 
is it possible for the holy city to be trampled underfoot of 
the Gentiles ? Is it not by admitting into the church of 
dod the impious and immoral, the profiigate and the pro 
fane ? It is not by giving things that are holy to *dogs, and 



* In the present enlightened age it is becoming unfashionable to ex- 
dude from solemn ordinances any who have a desire/for communion. 
Bfo discipline — no tokens of admission — no debarring— these are only 
Cbe relics of bigotry and superstition. It is left to the consciences of 
ibUi whether they wiil participate ar not. Now, in the word of God, 
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CAjrttQg pearls beft>re swine ? Is it not fay sdmitting to the 
most Wemn ordinances) persons who shotild be treated as 
fa^s^thcQ men and pukdicans ? When such persons are ad- 
mittady iben the holy city is trampied under foot of Gentiles- 
It is profaned by persons, who» though they may wear the 
name of OhristiaaS) are in reality baptized infidels; Nay, 
mTt when the walls of discipline are broken down, the tem- 
ple of God is destroyed — and *' if any man destroy the tem» 
pie of God, him will God destroy.'' Presume not, there- 
fore, to supersede or alter the laws of your Redeemer. 
Dare not to substitute any civil code in the room of Uiat 
system which he has established. Attempt not to legislate 
for the church of Christ. Content yourself with the faith- 
ful execution of those laws which he has enacted. AJIow 
me to address you in the language of Paul to Timothy ; 
** I charge thee before-God, and the Lord Jesus Christ* 
and the elect angels, that thou observe these things, with- 
out preferring one before another, doing .nothing by parti- 
ality." 

I am well aware, that to break down the walls of di^i- 
pline, and to build the temple of God with wood, hay and 
stubble, as well as with gold, silver, and precious stones, 
ifi a4ict^^6 of worldly wisdom. I know thai the most aban- 
doned characters are frequently the most opulent, and that 
the faithful exercise of discipline would be attended with a 
prodigious reduction af numbers, and diminution of emoln- 
ments. From these considerations I do not think it strange, 
that ministers of the gospel should reason thus : " If we 
exercise Christian discipline, our meeting houses will be 
immediately deserted : we shall soon find ourselves leR in 
a small minority. Stripped of all our wealth and respecta* 
bility , we- shall be hissed ofi* the stage as enthusiastic bigots 
—the ofFscouring of all things and the refuse. On the con- 
trary, by decently laying aside the discipline of the church, 
we shall be looked up to as gentlemen of liberal, enlighten- 
ed minds — minds quite free from the prejudices «nd bigotry 
of the dark ages ; we shall obtain both wealth and aggran- 

■ M lIM I II 11 ■ ■! ■ . ■ 1.1 ■ -II, .1 , . 

the profane are dcMiominatcd dogs and swine*— animals not the most re- 
markable for diffidence or modesty. Serious as tiie subject is, it is 
Bcarcely possible to avoid smiling, when we hear downy doctors gravely 
addressing dogs and swine — politely appealioj; to their consciences, 
whether they will tnste the children"? bread : Surely this is liberali^r 
with a witness I 
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dizement ; and, having large congregations, we shall have 
it in our power to do more good." In reply to alj snch 
reasonings the words of the divinely inspired apoatle, wheti 
treating of this very subject, are appropriate : '« Let no mm 
d^eiye himself; if any man among you s^meih to be 
wise in this world, let him become a fool that he may be 
wise ; for the wisdom of this world is foolishness with 
God." 

Decidedly hostile to every thing calculated «< to super* 
sedethe sacred oracles," '* to rival their splendour," or 
" divert the attention of mankind from their perfection," 

I am, &.c» 



LETTER V, 

Rev. Sir, 

Having displayed your military prowess, in combating 
creeds and confes:»ions in general, you select a few doo- 
trines of the Westminster confession, and against these you 
direct your death-dealing artillery. The first doctrine se- 
lected, is that of the covenant of works^a doctrine, which 
youassure us, has given rise to countless volumes. BtU 
why were all these volumes written ? that the worM, no 
doubt, might be dazzled by a most brilliant display of the 
polemical talents of our Rev. Pxesbyterian ! Ye divines of 
the greatest respectability, both of ancient and modem 
times I where are now your boasted learning and talents ? 
they are completely eclipsed. Where are now the count- 
less volumes you have written on the covenant of works ? 
our Rev. Presbyterian, by less than two lines of his Battle 
of Dialogues, has swept them all into the gulf of annihila- 
tion ! "I now venture to affirm," says this redoubtable 
champion, ** I now venture to affirm* that there is not a sin- 
gle syllable, in the whole book of God, concerning such a 
covenant — tlicre is not the most distant hint of it in Revela- 
tion." ^ 

To be serious, Sir^ is it not colisequential enough in you 
to imagine, that now, in the beginning of the nineteenth 
century, your sijoaple ipse dixit will be regarded as a suffi*- 
cient refutation of countless volumes ? The covenftnt of- 
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works 18 a doctrine which has stood the test of ezaminatfon 
during a series of centuries : the friction of opposition has 
only tended to brighten its evidence : its advocates are 
daily increasing, whilst myriads of those virulent pamphlets 
{mblished against iti have, like Jpnah's gourd, '' sprung ilp 
in a night and perished in a night." As countless volumes 
have already been written on the subject, I shall not, at pro- 
ttent, increase the number. Till you condescend to reason 
a little on the subject, I shall submit to your consideration 
only a few remarks. 

You assert, that there is not a single syllable in the whole 
book of God concerning the covenant of works. In oppo> 
ntion to this assertion, I could adduce a variety of scrip- 
tures beside those quoted by our Westminster divines 
But, as you object to the mode of establishing doctrines by 
a collection of quotations, and assure us, that ** it would be 
much fairer and more convenient, to have the whole 8f 
revelation before us," I shall for once endeavour to gratify 
your taste. Wishing to do every thing that is fair,, and 
to consult your convenience as far as possible* I shall allow 
you the privilege of having the whole of revelation before 
you.* Read it verse by verse, and then tell me if you do 
not find thousands of syllables concerning the covenant of 
works. Tell me, in particular, if you do not find some- 
thing about the covenanters, or parties contracting — ^about 
the condition of the covenant — the penalty of the cov^ 
nant — the reward attached to the fulfilment of the covenant 
—the seals of the covenant, &,c. ; in a word, tell me if you 
do not find in the sacred volume every thing essential to 
the constitution of such a covenant. When Adam sinned^ 
were not his posterity treated, as if they had been repre- 
sented in the same covenant ? were they not treated pre- 
cisely as he was ? The penalty threatened was death : now 
this penalty was inflicted, not only on Adam, but on all his 
posterity. <*Byone man sin entered into the world, and 
death by sin, and so death passed upon all men^ for that all 
.have sinned." The last clause should be literally rendered 



• Good news, ye Rev. Diviiiet of every denomination I No con* 
CDrdances — no marginal references^ — no laborious search, to find texts 
of scripture to piove your doctrines. Thanks to the Rev. Presbyte- 
rian, this old-fashioned method practised by the Westminster divines, 
li now exploded. * As a much more fair and eonwUni metiiod, refer 
jfour bearers to the whole of rev«lath»n 1 1 1 
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(fv &) in tDhom all have sinned. That the penalty threat^ied 
included, not only temporal but eternal death, is evidez^t ; 
for the apostle assures us, '' That the wages of sin is death, 
but the gift of God eternal life through Jesus Christ our 
Lord." Now, if that life, which is the gift of God through 
Jesus Christ our Lord, is eternal Ufe, does not the contrast 
lead us to conclude, that the death which is the wages of 
sin, is eternal death ? Pray, Sir, how could Adam's poste- 
rity be subjected to the same per/alty with their sinning an- 
cestor* ha4 tHey not been represented in the same covenant ? 
Bat why need I reason any farther on the subject ? Were ' 
I to fill volumes with such reasoning, in reply to them aU, 
you would only call upon me to produce a single text of 
scripture, in which it is asserted, that God entered into a 
covenant with Adam, as the representative of his posterity. 
That no such text is contained in the bible, I readily admit; 
H^ut if this be any reason for exploding the doctrine, a va- 

• riety of doctrines of great importance, held by the Rev. 
.Presbyterian himself, must, on the same principle, be ex- 
punged from his creed. You hold, for instance, the doc- 
trine of infant baptism : Pray, sir, produce a single text in 
which it is. asserted that children ought to be baptized. — 
You believe in the divine institution of the Christian sab- 
bath: produce a^ single text, in which it is asserted* that 
the Redeemer has changed the sabbath from the seventh to 
the first day of the week. You admit females to the 
Lord's supper ; produce a single text in which their right . 
to admission is assorted. IfHby boldly asserting, that there' 
is' not a single syllable, in the whole book of God, concern- 
ing the covenant of works — that, in revelation, there is 
not the most distant hint of that covenant — if, by such bold 
assertions as these, you have led your people to believe that 
they are quite free from the guilt of Adam's first sin, I 
would request you, to try the same experiment with regard 
to their privileges — with regard to infant baptism, and the 
admission of females to the Lord's supper. When parents 
apply to you for the administration of baptism, address- 
them thus : '* Infant baptism has given rise to countless vo* 
lumes, but, in order to prove, that they are all built on mere 

• conjecture, I now venture to affirm, that there is not a sin- 
gle syllable in the whole book of God, concerning infant 
baptism — there is not the most distant hint of it in revela- 
tion. I will not therefore baptize your children." Pray> 
8ir, would paretots be satisfied with such a mode of reaaon- 

25 
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ing ? Would they insist no farther on having their children 
baptized ?— Suppose, again, that. the female part of your 
congregation apply for admission to the Lord's supper, and 
you address them thus : <' I Venture to affirm, that there is 
not a single syllable in the whole book of God, concerning 
the admission of females — there is not the most distant hint 
of such admission in revelation : I cannot, therefore, admit 
you." Pray, sir, would such a mode of reasoning be per- 
fectly satisfactory ? Would females immediately relinquish 
iiieiT privileges ? 

Indeed, my dear friend, it is a difficult thing to argue 
people out of what they suppose to be their privUege. But 
oh I how astonishing their credulity — how easy to practise 
on it, whenthe tendency of our reasoning is, to free them 
from the imputation of guilt, or the inffiction of punish- 
ment ! No wonder, therefore, that your bare ipse dixit 
should satisfy your hearers-that there never was any such 
thing as a covenant of works, and that they are quite free 
from the guilt of Adam's first sin ; whilst the strongest rea- 
soiling you could possibly employ, would be far too feeble 
to induce them to renounce infant baptism7 or the claims 
of females to the holy communion. In a word, sir, prove 
from scripture the divine institution of the Christian sab- 
bath, and the divine right of infant baptism, and of the ad- 
mission of females to the Lord's supper ; and I shajl pl6dge- 
myself to prove, with equal, if not greater force of scriptu- 
ral argument, the doctrine of the covenant of works, which 
you have exploded. 

Before I conclude this letter^ • suffisr, my dear sir» tfte 
word of exhortation. Never attack the Westminster Di- 
vines with weapons which may be turned against yourself 
— fiever attempt to overturn any doctrine which they have 
taught, by arguments which would deprive your own con- 
gregation of their most solemn privileges — of the Christian 
sabbath, baptism, and the Lord's supper. 

A warm friend of all those doctrines, which have their 
foundation in scripture, though they may not be asserted in 
so many words, 

I am, &c* 
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LETTER VI. 



Rev. Sir, 

After the covenant of works, the next article of the 
Qoniession you attack, and over which you flatter yourself 
jou can g^in an easy victory, is the doctrine of predestina- 
tion. Inadvancing to the charge, you " stiffen the sinews, 
summon up the blood, and disguise fair nature with hard^ 
i&voured rage." The manner (you declare) in which the 
Westminster divines have arranged their proofs, '* must ex^ 
asperate the indignation of any man^ who may find it incon- 
venient to believe the doctrine." Under the influence of 
mich exasperated indignation, you write a paragraph, cal- 
culated to excite feelings — (if not of indignation, yet) of 
pity, mingled with contempt. It commences thus : *' I 
say, tiiat the Westminster divines did not understand the 
New Testament on that subject, or that they have most 
foully quoted revelaition to prove their own scheme of it. 
In the 3d chapter and 5th section ot the confession, Ihey 
assert, that the predestination of mankind to life took place 
without any foresight of faith or good works : and then 
they quote separately, as they do-in every other place, the 
50th verse of theStb chapter of the RomanS) which begins 
even with a moreover, but which is compelled, in this insn* 
lated state, to answer their purpose," &c. . 

In this extraordinary paragraph you represent our West- 
minster divines as treating of the predestination of mankind 
to life. Now, my dear sir, allow me to assure you, that the 
predestination of mankind to life is a doctrine of which the 
Westminster divines are totally ignorant. They belieoe no 
such doctrine : they teach no such doctrine, neither in the 
5th section of the 3d chapter, nor in any other section of 
any other chapter. If is only the predestination of a part 
of mankind — of the elect, that is the subject of that sec- 
tion : it reads thus — " Those of mankind that are predeS' 
tinated unto life, d^c.^^ Is this a wilful misrepresentation ? 
No : it is only a Rev. Presbyterian blunder. 

You proceed : " and then they quote separately, as they 
io in every other place^ the 30th verse of the 8th chapter 
of the Romans." Is it possible ! Do the Westminster 
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divines quote, .not only in' this ^lace, but in every other 
place, the 30th verse of the Stfi chapter of the Romans ? 
Is this a wilful misrepresentation ? No : it is on}y a Rev. 
Presbyterian blunder ! 

Tell me, my dear sir, tell me candidly, have the West- 
minster divines, either here, or in any other place, quoted 
the 30th verse of the 8th chapter of the Romans, in proof 
of predestination without foreseen faith and good works ? 
They have not. Let the section referred to be read, to- 
gether with the scripture proofs, by any persoa^possessed 
of sufficient intelligence to trace those quotations ; if will 
then appear, that it is not the Westminster divines, who do 
not understand the New Testament — ^it is not the Westmin- 
ster divines, who have foully quoted revelation — ^it is the 
Rev. Preshyteriani who has most foully misrepreisented the 
Westminster divines. Rom. viii. 30, is quoted to prove pre- 
destination in general, and this it does prove. To prove 
that predestination was not founded on foreseen faith or 
good works, with their usual good sense and discrimination, 
the divines have quoted, among others, the following ap- 
propriate texts : 2 Tim. i. 9. Who hath saved us, and 
called us with a holy. calling, not according to our works, 
but according to his own purpose and grace, which was 
given us in Christ Jesus before the world began. Eph. i. 
4. According as he hath chosen us in him before the foun- 
dation of the .world, that we should be holy, and without 
blame before him in love, &c. These ttfxts, which the 
Westminster divines quote in proof of their doctrine, you 
throw completely into the shade — you decently pass them 
over, as if no such texts had befen quoted — instead of these 
you foist in one, adduced by the divines for quite a differ- 
ent purpose — you then raise the hue and cry against them : 
you pour upon them a torrent of abuse : you brand thera 
with infamy, for ignorance of the New Testament — foul 
quotation of scripture, &c. ! — Is this, my dear' sir, your 
boasted candour ? is this the liberality of the nineteenth 
century ? Might I not here retort your own words, — ** Sir, 
it is a happy blunder which enables me to show that some 
people turn all they touch into (5rror and misrepresentation, 
and then raise the cry of absurd assertion against their 
neighbours ?" Your readers may now judge what credit 
is due to the following sweeping assertions. ** There is 
not a single chapter in the confession of faith, to support 
which some passages have not been wrested from their ori- 
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ginal meaning — eyen if its doctrines were true, there i« 
constant misapplication of scripture to support them.^'-*— 
Such assertions as these, published by a man confessedly 
under the influence of exasperated indignation, and con- 
victed of the grossest misrepresentation, will not be admit* 
ted as sufficient proof, that the Westminster divines wer» 
the most ignorant and dishonest men in the world. 

Say, my dear sir, does it not argue a weak — a desperaU 
cause? when, in defence of it, you are obliged to brandish 
such disgracefiil weapons ? Why did you not allow the 
Westminster divines to speak for .themselves ? Why did 
you not lay before the public those texts they had quoted 
in proof of their doctrine ? Why did you basely suppress 
those texts adduced by them to prove that predestination 
was not founded on foreseen faith and good works ? Were 
you afraid that those texts would flash conviction in the 
laces of your readers ? To me, I confess, it appears very 
diflicult to conceive how any person, not previously biassed 
in favour of a system, could read those texts, and not be- 
lieve the doctrine true. We are said to be ** chosen in 
Christ before the foundation of the world, that we should 
be holy, &c." We were chosen, not because we were 
foreseen to be holy, but that we should be holy. From this 
very text, is it not demonstrably evident, that our holiness 
was not the foundation of our election, but our election the 
£>undation of our holiness ? Hence it is styled ^^ an elec- 
tion of grace — and if it be of grace, it is no naore of works, 
otherwise grace is no more grace." Such is the uniform 
language of scripture. In favour of foreseen faith and 
good works there is not a single text in the bible. Rom. 
viii. 29, 30, the only one on which you seem to rely, is per- 
fectly .silent on the subject. It does not say that God pre- 
destinated to life those, who he foreknew would believe, 
and perform good works. This is what you would proba- 
bly say ; but the scriptures say no such thing. Whatever 
be the meaning of the phrase, "whom he did foreknow," 
the Arminian'* gloss cannot be the true pne. That predes- 
tination is not founded on foreseen faith and good works, is 
demonstrably evident from this — that faith and good works, ^ 
upon Arminian principles, cannot posMbly be foreseen. — ^ 



' * The term Armiiiian is used merely as a term of distincUon, not of 
reproach. 

25* 
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Armiaians maintain that it depends up6n the seli^determin- 
ing , power of the will, whethef any person believe oi do 
good works. Upon their principles, every individual per- 
Bon may refuse to believe. Now, if any individual may re- 
fuse to believe, all may refuse to believe. According td 
this scheme it was possible, that not one promise made to 
the Redeemer, witk regard to the salvation of sinners, 
should ever be fulfilled— it was possible that the Redeemer 
should never see *^one of his seed — one of the travail of 
hU soul;^^ it was possible that notwithstanding all our Me- 
diator has done and suffered, not one single soul should eoer 
believe — that not one single soul should ever he saved — it 
was possible that all mankind might continue in unbelief 
a^d wickedness i and perish eternally! 

Now, I would be glad to know, ho\y^'it was possible for 
God to have a certain foreknowledge of those, who should 
believe and do good works, when it was possible that none 
would ever believe or do good works. Belrfeve me, dear 
sir, had your prudence been equal to your * 'exasperated 
indignation," you would have studiously avoided any cod- 
troversy about the foreknowledge of God. Arminians 
have laboured for ages, but laboured in vain, to reconcile 
their system with this divine attribute.^ Tillotson, Groves, 
Abernethy, Dr. Sam. Clarke, and a whole host of philoso- 
phers and divines, have exerted their combinfe^d energies, 
and exhausted their gigantic powers, in fruitless efforts to 
accomplish this more than herculean labour. The present 
learned and -Acute Doctor Adam Clarke has not been a 
wliit more successful than his predecessors. '* We grant,** 
says the Doctor, " that God foresees nothing as absolutely 
and inevitably cerkiin, which he has made contingent : and 
because he bas designee! it to be contingent, therefore he 
cannot know it as absolutely and inevitably certain. - 1 con- 
clude, that God, although .omniscient, is not obliged, in 
consequence of this, to know all that he can know ; no 
more than he is obliged, because he is omnipotent, to do 
all that he can do." This is to^ aUr but not to loose^ tile 
Gordian -knot — it is the dernier resort — the forlor^n hope 
of Arminians — it is to deny one of the perfections of God, 
rather than give up a favourite system. Though, in wcfda^ 
the learned Dr. acknowledges the omniscience of Go^ ; yet» 
in fact, he denies that attribute. If the deity is not pos- 
fessed of the actual knowledge of all things, but only of 
the pouter of knowing all things, he as not omaiacieDt* To 
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say that the supreme Being has a power of acquiring know- 
ledge, is the same as to say, that at one period of his ex- 
isienee he may be comparatively ignorant^ and at another 
period more knowing — that his knowledge may increase 
with his years, and that he may become wiser as he grows 
older ! If the deity is capable of any accessions of power ^ 
he is not omnipotent ; in like manner, if he is capable of 
any accessions of knowledge, he is not omniscient. To say 
that God is omniscient, and yet deny that he must know afl 
things, is a contradiction in terms. It is as great a contra^ 
diction, as to maintain that he is omnipotent, and yet deny 
that he must be possessed of all power. To say that the 
deity is not possessed of all power, is to deny his omnipo- 
tence; to say that he is not possessed of all/knowledge, is 
to deny his omniscience. The Doctor, thereK)re, denies the 
omniscience of God — he acknowledges the name^ but de- 
nies the iking. 

But still farther, by denying that the Deity has the actual 
knowledge of all things, and maintaining that he has only 
the power of knowing all things, Dr. Clarke has gained jtwl 
nothing at all. The difficulty remains the same. The 
question still recurs : How can the Deity, on Arminis^ 
principles, be possessed of such a power ? How can he 
foreknow things which are contingent ? things which may 
never come to pass ? As knowledge pre-supposes the cer- 
tain existence of the thiag known, so foreknowledge pre- 
supposes the certainty of the future existence of the thing 
foreknofcn. If the Deity knows that Dr. Clarke is at pre- 
sent a believer » it is certain that Dr. Clarke is a believer. 
If it is possible that Dr. C. is no believer, whilst the Deity 
knows him to be a believer, then it is possible for.the Deity 
to be mistaken. So, in like manner, if the Deity/oreAmeiD 
from all eternity that Dr. C. would he a believer, it was 
certain from all eternity, that Dr. C. would believe. If it 
was possible that Dr. C. might never believe, though the 
Deity foreknew that-he would believe^ then it was possible 
for the Deity to be mistaken ! 

Every person must see that it is impossible for the Deity 
to know that a thing exists, if it does not really and cer- 
tednly exist. Equally impossible is it to foreknow that a 
thing wiU exist, if iXafitture existence is not certain. That 
these things are equally impossible, the Doctor himself 
must acknowledge ; for, according to his own doctrine, 
fore knowledge, after knowledge, and present knowledge* 
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^h all the saiM. With the Deity there is nothing, etrictljr 
Kpeaking, but present knowledge. To say, Uierefore, that 
tibe Deity knows that a thing exists, and yet that it is po»* 
4ble that it does not exist, is to say that the Deity his a 
(Sertain knowledge of its existence, and yet has no certain 
kaowledge of it. In like manner, to say that the DeiCy 
ybreknows those things which vnll exist, and yet that those 
things may never exist, is the same as to say that the Deity 
has a certain foreknowledge of their future existence) and 
yet that he has no certain foreknowledge of it ! 

Again, to say with Dr. Samuel Clarke, Mr. Bird, and 
Olhers, that God foreknows necessary evenia' as necessary, 
0itd contingent events as contingent y is to say. nothing at all 
to the purpose. The question still recurs : How is it possi- 
ble that contingent events should be foreknown. Mr. Bird 
illustrates his reasoning by the following example : We see 
the sun shining over our heads, and at the same time w^ 
see a man walking upon the earth. The one we see as 
voluntary, the other as natural. He grants, however, thfit 
both must be done, or we could not see them at all ; but 
he denies that they were both necessary 'before they were 
done — it was only necessary that the sun should shine ; but 
not that the man should walk. Now, in Opposition to this 
I contend that if it was;necessary that the man should walk, 
in order that he might be seen walking, it was equally ne- 
cessary- that he should walk, in order to be foreseen as 
walking. The walking of the man is an event which must 
(Srtainly and infallibly come to pass, (as well as the shining^ 
of the sun,) in order to be either seen" or foreseen. As 
knowledge and foreknowledge are the same with the Deity^ 
he can no more foreknow what wiU not certainly and infaU 
libly exist, than he can know what does not at present cer> 
tainly and infallibly exist. Mr. Bird asserts that God nece»- 
sarity foreknows all* that will come to pass. Dr. A. Clarkfi 
ssserts that God is not obliged to know aU that he canJcnow, 
This fiat contradiction in the principles upon which these 

Smtlemen proceed, does not prevent the Doctor from d&> 
aring that Mr. Bird's arguqaent is a good one, and that 
his own is better. The Doctor must pardon me for thiai&- 
bg that Mr; Bird's argument is no argument at all, becaua» 
& affords no solution of the diffioulty ; and that his own is 
worsey because it fa^s in solving the difficulty, and ii^ 
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▼oIybs, besides, not only a plain contradictic^, bat aiso Ite 
denial of a divine perfection>* 

Some of the most penetrating Arminian divines and phi- 
losophers have given it as their opinion^ that no man will 
^er be able to reconcile the contingency of future eventa 
with the foreknowledge of God. In this opinion I Jbeartily 
sequiesce. I firmly believe these things will never be re^* 
conciled, because I believe they are irrecondleable. If any. 
man is able to prove that it is possible for a thing to be and 
not to be at the same time — ^if he can prove that it is possi* 
ble to know a thing, and at the same time not to know it^ 
then he may prove that it is possible for the Deity to fore^ 
know those events, which may possibly never come to 
pass. 

Thus, Sir) it appearsH;hat predestination cannot be found- 
ed on foreseen faith and good works ; because, upon Ar- 
minian principles, it is absolutely impossible that either 
faith or good works should be foreseen. It appears that 
the doctrine of our Westminster divines, with regard to 
predestination, is not only sanctioned by the word of God; 
btit the absurdity of the opposite opinion is capable of a 
demonstration, as strict as any contained in Euclid's ele* 
ments. Calvinistic principles stand upon a proud pre-emi* 
nence — they rest upon the immoveable basis of Divine Re- 
velation, and are consistent with the soundest principles of 
philosophy. Our moral philosophy class-room and divinity 
halls do not now resound with the doctrine of the self-deter- 
mining power of the will : tlie salt is now ca«t ^ato the 
fountain. For more than half a century past, Calvinistic 
principles have been gaining ground, both among the learn- 
ed and illiterate. At present they are rapidly progressing*, | 
If I can rely on the testimony of one of themselves, a young - 
gentleman pf great respectability, the students of the Synod 
of Ulster have, for some time past, been almost universally 
Calvinists. From the new wine they are turning with list- 
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* If the denial of one of the attributes of Deity, and the belief of d 
contradiction, which is capable of the strictest demonstration, beneces- 
tary to free Calvinists from the gross absurdities and blasphemies charg- 
ed upon them by Dr. C.; I am fully of opinion, they will universally 
a;gree with me in thinking, that the remedy is incomparably worse than 
the disease — they will regard the Arminian cause as desperRte ind«od, 
when in defence of it, a gentleman of the teaming and talents of Dr. A. 
Ca^ ii reduced to 9uch eiitremitieA* 
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tosB apathy, with the general exclamaition* '* The old is 
bfttter." That the general Synod are retracing their steps 
-Mihat they tire returning to the Calvinistie principles of 
llieir ancestors, is a fact which I believe admits of little 
doubt The unanimity displayed in their judicious appoint 
ment of a divinity professor, speaks volumes on this interest- 
dog subject. And, indeed) from my inmost soul I congratr 
fdate them on thdr return to what l<:onceive to be the true 
fOkd genuine principles of the gospel. '* I have no greater 

^y than to see" Christians of every denomination ** walking 
Uuth." 

I am, &c. 



LETTER VII. 

My Hev. and dear Presbyterian, 

I flattered myself that the vengeance you had taken on 
your enemies in your hard-fought Battle of Dialogues, would 
have fully gratified your ^< exasperated indignation." I flat- 
tiered myself, that after the battle was over, tl>e Westminster 
divines would find in the Rey. Presbyterian a generous foe. 
It never once entered my mind that so illustrious a warrior 
would return again to the field of battle, for no other pnp- 
pose than to insult and abuse the wounded and the dying I 
In this it appears I have been mistaken. In your Battle of 
Dialogues, having knocked down, (or thought you had 
knocked down,) your enemies, you return, in your appendix, 
tJd kick them for falling. You assure us that the Westminster 
confession '^ is not only inconsistent with the scriptures ; 
but that it is many times inconsistent with itself?' To esN- 
t^blish this charge^ you give a garbled account of the 3d 
Sec. of the 9th chapter ; after which you exclaim, ** How 
mii^erable then is the state of this unregenerate man, since, 
If he pray to God it is a sin, and since if he pray not it is a 
greater sin !" 

In the section referred to, the Divines teach that tho^ 
works of unregenerate men, though they may be materially 
good, being done according to the divine command, and 
useful both to themselves and others, are nevertheless ^ii^ 
fi|]^ on a variety of accounts, — ^because^they do not proceed • 
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^om faUh ; for without faith it is impossible to please Q^$ 

-r-because they do not proceed from hme ; for though ««^ 

give all our goods to feed the poor, and have not charity, || 

pxofiteth nothing! &c. The Divines also teach us that tto 

n^lecioi these works is still more sinful, and displeaslnv 

tQ God. This they establish by irrefragable evidence, u 

we give our alms -to be seen of men, we have no reward. 

Without charity, giving all our goods to feed the poo»» 

profits nothing ; and yet, at the judgment of the great dayw 

men shall be condemned for neglecHng acts of charity. '< I 

was an hungered, and ye gave me no meat : I was thirst]^ 

and ye gave me no drink, &c. Inasmuch as ye did it not 

to the least of these, ye did it not to me, &c." Instead of 

laying before your readers this appropriate proof, you foulN 

suppress it, and quote only the introductory verse, whicb 

you are pieced to hold up to ridicule. '* Then shall te 

say unto those on his lefl hand : Depart firom me, ye cursed^ 

into everlasting fire, prepared for the devil and his angels. ^'* 

This you style a singular proof; but did you not know, my 

dear friend, that this is no proof at all ? Was it ignorancei 

or was it a fraudulent design, that induced you to represed 

it as a.proof ? Did you not know, that it was only the m> 

troductiori to a proof ; and that the proof itself was contahh* 

ed in the subsequent verses, which I have already quoted^ 

but which you have disgracefully suppressed ? You piB» 

tend to lay before the public the proofs which the divinefs 

have advanced in support of their paradox. Instead of thi% 

you only bring forward two garbled texts, in proof of tte 

one part — the other part you leave entirely destitute of 

proof. Of the two texts brought forward, the one you n> 

present as quoted for a purpose quite the reverse of thalt 

for which it was really adduced — the other you represent aa 

9L proof when it is only the ifUroduction to a proof. Such 

managemeilt needs no comment ; the only observation I 

would make, is, that you acted wisely in concealing yoctr 

name. 

To support their paradox the Divines produce atnultitiicb 
of appropriate texts* which the reader may consult at his 
leisure. That an action may be sinful, and the neglect of 
it more sinful, is a paradox consistent both with scriptuvft 
and reason. ** The ploughing of the wicked is »n," aiid 
yet I trust you will readily acknowledge, that not to plough 
would be a greater sin. The conduct of Henry VIII. in 
promoting the reformation^ considering the &bominal>la 
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lives by which he was actaated, was undoubtedly siqAiI ; 
Bind yet, what Protestant will deny, that his conduct would 
have been also sinful? had he neglected to promote the Ke» 
formation ? Jehu's conduct, in cutting off the house <rf 
Ahab, because it proceeded from improper motives, was 
sinful ; and yet,^had he disobeyed the divine command, his 
conduct would have been more sinful. Suppose a man sees 
his neighbour's house on fire, and bates the family so much 
that he would' gladly see them all consumed ; there being, 
however, in the house, a person who owes him a sum of 
money, he assists in extinguishing the flames, and rescuing 
the family from the devouring element. Considering the 
state of his mind, and the baseness of his motive, is not bis 
conduct sinful ? and yet, to suffer the whole family to perish 
would be more sinful. May I not here exclaim in your own 
style) *' How miserable is the situation of tlvs ^poor man ! 
if he quendi theflameS) it is a sin, and if he do not quench 
them, it is a greater sin." " The sacrifice of the wicked, 
we are assured, is an abomination to the Lord ;" and yet, 
had h^ neglected to sacrifice, he would have been guilty of 
a greater sin. In like manner, the prayer of the wicked is 
an abomination to the Lord ; and yet, not to prajp wduld be 
a greater sin. In your introductory sentence you say, 
*• Perhaps he (the author) may venture to suppose, that- in- 
dependent of the inconsistency which exists between it (the 
confession )ii and the word of God, it is many times incon- 
sistent with itself." In reply to this, you will now permit 
me to sBj^that perhaps I may 'venture to suppose^ that yen 
are mistaken J*^ 

As paradoxes^ appear to be the order of the day, let as 
advert to those of the Rev. Presbyterian. Whatever may 
be your inferiority to the Westminster divines in other re- 
8pect», candour and justice oblige me to acknowledge, 
that, in writing paradoxes, you are not ** behind the very 
ehiefest of them." Those of the Westminster divines are 
easily solved ; but the solution of yours, I am perfectly 
convinced, will' baffle the ingenuity of all the philosophers 
and divines in the world. Compared with them, Samp- 
eon's riddle is not worthy to be named. Page 43, you 
assure us, ** that if Ihe general assembly and Seceders 
were to act up to the principles of their predecessors^ Co- 
venanters would be punished as heretics." Now, my dean 
«r, as the predecessors of these two bodies were Cocf- , 
luMet^i were they to act up to the principles of their 
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predecessors, they would be also Coyenanters. How 
then could Covenanters be punished as heretics : Here is a 
paradox 1 

Page 26, you inform us, that though Layman be ortho- 
dox in Ireland, he would be a heretic in England. Now, 
my dear sir, every schoolboy, who has read a little geo- 
graphy, knows, that the established reUgion of England 
and Ireland are the same. How then could Layman be 
orthodox in Ireland and a heretic in England ? Another 
paradox I 

Same place, you assure us, that << Layman, if a Seceder* 
would be banished from the united kingdom by the solemn 
league." Now, my dear sir, if Seceders swear and sub- 
scribe the solemn league, how is it possible, that by that 
same'league they should be banished from the united king- 
dom ? Another paradox ! Most extraordinary and para* 
doxical covenants to be sure ! Those who believe tjiem 
would be punished by them, and those who do not believe \ 

them would be punished by them — ^those who subscribe 
and swear them would be punished by them, and those w^ 
do not subscribe and swear them would be punished by 
them — Seceders would be punished bjr them. Covenanters 
would be punished by them, and aU others would be 
punished by them \ Diabolical covenants indeed ! No 
wonder they Were burned by the hands ^ the common 
hangman ! 

Page 36, you assure us, that the covenants and confes- 
sion are inseparable. How then were they separated by 
th6 synod of Ulster ? How were they separated by the 
general assembly of Scotland ? Another paradox I v 

Without menno/iing any more of your paradoxes^ per- 
haps I might now venture to suppose, that independ^tly 
of the inconsistence of your sentiments with the word of 
God, they are many times inconsistent with themselves. 

I am, sir, notwithstanding, your sincere friend and para^- 
doxical correspondent, &c. 
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LETTER Vlir. 



My RcT. and dear Presbyterian, ** 

It would not be doing justice to your talents and ingena* 
ity, to pass unnoticed your lucubrations on Covenants, Co^ 
Venanters, Seceders, &c. With regard to covenants, you 
express yourself thus : ** If our forefathers, instead of com- 
posing leagues and covenants, and swearing to them) haj 
bound themselves to spread the scriptures by the gentle 
arts of persuasion, under the protection of the civil magis* 
trate, you must grant, that they would more readily and 
rapidly have melted down oppression from amongst therm 
selves', and persecution from amongst their enemies.'' Prayi 
sir, how could our forefathers have bound themselves lo 
spread the scriptureS) but by a league and a covenant ? The 
paragraph, when analyzed, will read thus : If our fore- 
fathers, instead of binding themselves by leagues and cove^ 
nants, had bound themselves by a league and a covenant, 
&-C. 'After reading an observation so sagacious and senal- 
ble, can any person doubt your qualifications for discussiog 
the subject of leagues and covenants ? I confess, however, 
that notwithstanding the flood of light you pour all around 
you, there is one difficulty still rests upon my mind — it is 
to ascertain, whether the Rev. Presbyterian be not himself 
a kind of mongrel Covenanter. To covenants, binding to 
spread the scriptures, you seem to have no- dislike — on tba 
contrary, you appear to approve of them highly. Now, 
sir, were you to enter into a covenant to spread the scrip- 
tures, do you not know that you would be a covenanter T 
You appear to hesitate. When Covenanter observe^ 
" you are such an advocate for the Gospel alone, that you 
would refuse, I plainly see, to sign them, (the covenants,) 
or swear to them in any case ;'* " that I cannot telly ^ says 
the Rev. Presbyterian. You appear to doubt, whether, 
in any case, you would become a Covenanter. In clearing 
this doubt perhaps I could assist you a little. 

Page 43, you assure us, that the ministers of the church 
of Scotland swear and subscribe every article of the leaguB 
and covenant. In this sentence^ sir, there is a slight inao* 
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curacy — ^I mean that what you have asserted is not matter 
of fact. It happens, that the ministers of the church of 
Scotland neither swear nor subscribe one single article of 
the league and covenant. No matter : You bought they 
did ; for' I am sure you would not wilfully publisl^a false^ 
hood. You thought, that the ministers of the church of 
Scotland swear and subscribe the league and covenant»— 
in other words, you thought they were Covenanters. Now, 
my ^%^r sir» when you were exerting yourself to obtain a 
umion with these ministers, did you not think that you 
were about to become a Covenanter ^ Why then do you 
not join the Irish Covenanters ? It cannot be lucrative 
motives that prevent you, for you assure us, ** that the foun- 
dation of your loyalty is not founded on the countenance 
of government ;" much less can we suppose that ** the 
foundation of your religion is founded on that countenance.** 
Perhaps you will allege, that the true reason why you give 
a preference to the imaginary covenanters of the general 
assembly, is, that though they swear and "subscribe the 
same standards ; yet, with them, they are in a great mea > 
eure dead letters. That this is actually the case, you a^ 
flure us, page 26. Now, sir, if this be so, why do you cen- 
sure Covenanters and Seceders, because, with regard to a 
eection or two of the Confession of Faith, there is a slight 
diversity of opinion ; and because the subscribers explain 
the sense in which they understand these sections ? To 
me, I confess, such a mode of proceeding appears quite 
candid and fair. You think otherwise^ You express your- 
self thus : ** For I«do assure you, that society is now fully 
persuaded, from experience, that neither Covenanters nor 
Seceders are too honest or too holy, and that subscription 
,to the whole doctrines contained in the confession of faith, 
larger and shorter catjechisms, often turns out a rope dl 
sand, which they can snap at pleasure." All very good ; 
but pray, sir, what do you think of the honesty and holi- 
ness of the general assembly of Scotland ? If your account 
of them be true, they sweat and subscribe the confession 
end covenants, and afterwards allow them to ren^ain in a 
great measure dead letters. Could a more infamous ban- 
ditti be found on the face of this earth, than you have re- 
presented the general assembly ? — a banditti of perjured 
villains, who are no way influenced by oaths or subscrip- 
tions — :who trample underfoot the most solemn obligations ! 
New, sir, if CovenaQters and Seceders have a right to be 
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stifnuLtized as dkbonest and unholy, because they subscribe 
a few sections of the confession and covenants iir a quali- 
fied sense ; must not the general assembly, upon your own 
principles, be ten thousand times more dishonest and more 
unholy ? and yet, strange to tell, dishonest and unholy 
as they are, you courted their fellowship 1 — rgtill stranger to 
tell 1 dishonest and unholy as they are, they considered them- 
selves too honest, and too holy, to admit you ipto their 
communion ! Their language to you was, *^ Stand by thy- 
self; come not near us ; for we are holier than thou !" 

But again : Do you really imagine? that the two presby- 
teries of the Synod of Ulster, that, according to your own 
account, use the confession of faith '' in such » qualified 
nvinner as to render it a mere name — a piece of appear- 
ance I U" — do you really imagine that these two presbyte- 
rtciis have much the advantage of Covenanters or Secedera 
in point of h9nesty or holiness ? Ye Sieceders and Cove- 
nanters ! ye Christians of every denomination ! come see 
the zeal of the Rev. Presbyterian for honesty and holiness 1 
in him contemplate a. perfect^aragon of candour and im- 
partiality 1 

Page 26, you say, ** Let any humble Christian compare 
the acts and testimonies of Seceders^and Covenanters, and 
then let him judge, as to the harmony and uniformity whick 
are brought about by adhering to the same human confes- 
sion/' Here, I am convinced, both Seceders and Coven- 
anters should plead guilty. They have not, on all occa- 
sions) treated each other with that meekhess and gentle- 
ness, which become disciples of the meek and lowiy Re- 
deemer. The only legitimate conclusion, however, which 
follows from ^is, is, that creeds and c6nfessions go only a 
certain length in producing peace and concord — they do 
not eradicate all our corruptions — -they do not render men 
absolutely perfect. The objection, however, would prove 
too much ; it would prove that the scriptures themselves are 
only an imposture ; for ihese sacred oracles do not produce 
universal peace and harmony. Bec^se perfect' harmony 
cannot be attained by all the means we can possibly em- 
ploy, is this any reason that no means at aU should be used 
for obtaining so desirable an end ? Surely nqt* 

That the controversial writings of Seceders and Coven- 
anters, published My or a hundred years ago, should par- 
ticipate a little of the spirit of those times^ is nOt ye/rj 
atrange. It is hoped, however, that the capdid Jnqwtf 
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wtil jiidge of their spirit and temper by their modem pro* 
ductions. Let any unprejudiced person consult *< A short 
account of the old Dissenters," and ^^ An explanation and 
defence of their terms of communion," both published by 
the Reformed Presbytery in Scotland. Let him also con- 
solt the Act and Testimony published by the Covenanting 
church in America, Reid*s pamphlet against Fletcher, and 
Longmoo|''s pamphlet against the Covenanters ; and then 
let him say, if they do not breathe the manlyj but, at the 
same time, mild and candid spirit of the Gospel.'* 

For a considerable time past, it has been in contempla- 
tion to revise some of our subordidate standards, particu- 
larly our Act and Testimony. In the mean while, I trust 
jt will be distinctly understood, that ft is not for toorda or 
phrases, but £ot principles ^ that Covenanters contend. If, 
in their Act and Testimony^ or pther public documents, the 
language employed is in any instance harsh, or calculated 
to give unnecessary pain to any denomination of Christians, 
Covenanters do not approve of such language. Their ob- 
ject, however they may fail in its accomplishment, is, under 
a deep sense of unworthiness, fallibility, and imperfection, 
to testify against the evils of the age in which they live, in 
language calculated, not to irritate and mortify, but to con- 
ciliate and reform-^in language calculated, not to widen, 
but to heal those breaches which so mournfully prevail* 

The truth is, that if there be any want of harmony be- 
tween Seceders and Covenanters, it is not to be attributed 
to their subscribing the same standards. . Itis«otthefd!flii- 
Htp, but the <(^^sr»ttetfof their standards that has occasioned 
their disputes. Among Covenanters themselves, who all 
subscribe the same standards, has there not been from tbe 
earliest period of their history, an astonishing uniformity of 
sentiment ? With them, doctrines the most heterogeneous 
and opposite are not exhibited from the same pulpit. One 
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* Theoiity exception with which I am acquainted, is a sermon eD- 
titled the Times^ published by the Rev. Mr. Edgar, present Seceding 
fVbressor of Div4nity. In this sermon the author has poured upon Cov- 
enanters a torrent of illiberal abuse. In less than half a page he hat- 
lavished upon them nearly a score of abusive epithets. The poison, 
bowftvefy is accompanied by the antidote. Such railing accusatioDt 
against sister, sects is strongly and repeatedly reprobated in th« tame 
•ermon. The author assures us, that such a mode of supporting truth 
it wearing away. I believe it is. I hope that his own virulent invea- 
live nay be safely regarded tu the lati expirittg groans of party ipir^ 
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dooB Dot teach that the Kedoemer is the supreme Gai .; 
enather, that he is the highest of all creatures ; and another, 
ithat he is nothing more than a mere man. One does^not 
teach, that the ' Redeemer's )blood>is a vicarious aacrifiQe ; 
and another, that it is only a beneficial attesttition of the 
4rath of his-doctrine. One does not teach, that we are jus- 
tified by our own righteousness, and another, that we are 
justified by the righteousness of the Redefmer. One does 
not ascribe our sanctification to the efficiency of the Holy 
Ghos/, and another, to the se]f<^determining power of the 
will. In a word, with them, one is not employed in des- 
troying what the other bui^s. Neither, Sir, do Seceders 
difier among themselves, nor dispute with Covenanters 
•«bout these great and important doctrines of our holy reli- 
gion. With you a greater diversity of opinion prevdte, 
, than would obtain among Seceders, Independents, and 
Covenanters, were they all united into one community. 
Nor can you 'boast very much of your harmony -; at least 
you have exhibited a very poor specimen. You represent 
two of your Presbyteries as guilty of the .deepest dissimula- 
tion — as acting a solemn farce in setting apart candidates 
to the office of the holy ministry-^s using the confession 
of faith in such a qualified manner as to render it a mere 
name, a piece of apoearancel You represent a Rev. brother, 
whom, (if I mista..o not the object,) learning, talents, zeal, 
and .popularity, have raised to the highest eminence, and 
rendered an object of envy— ^this worthy character you rep- 
resent as so, completely absorbed in self, that duty never 
predominates over interest— as *' always in a strait between 
twof^the opinions of his hearers and the laws of his master* 
whilst the former frequently turn the beam !" Were you 
to break cover, and come forth from your dark retreat? the 
l^neral Synod, 1 have bo doubt, would do its duty, by io- 
fficting on you that chastisement, which such insolenee, not 
to say tnalignity, deserves. Tell me, my friend, could you 
, exhibit to the world no better specimen of the harmony 
which pervades the general Synod, or of that liberality and 
charity which characterise the enlightened enemies of creeds 
and confessions ? Your quondam Rev. father, Dr. M* 
DoWal, of Dublin, has expressed himself thus : ** A society 
made up of jarring principles is more Ijkely to defeat the 
designs of the gospel jban to promote them. It bears soiflfe 
resemblance to Samps'bn's assemblage of foxes, which'being 
enclosed in the sainofiqldj with their heads looking difierent 
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'vrays, but Ikstened together by the taUs, with firebrands b6» 
twixt them, snarled, bit» and struggled, drawing difiTerent 
wftys, until they laid waste the pleasant field, and utterly 
destroyed the plentiful crop," Whether the Doctor woold 
have regarded you as one of those foxes, bound to the Synod 
only by the tail, as he and I are not in the habit of corres- 
l^onding, I am not at present prepared to determine. Mor 
cani I say much about \he fundamental bond of union* That 
it is not the confession of faith is evident, for this you have 
decently laid aside — that it is not the bible is equally plain ; 
lor it would not teach you to snarl, bite, and devour. What 
the fastening ligament reall^\8<, as the Doctor is silent on 
the subject, I shall leave to you and the public to decide. 
i conless, my- dear sir, that, from your Battle of Dialogues, 
it is difficult to ascertain your real principles. You style 
yourself a Rev. Presbyterian— a title which you assure us 
exehtmely belongs to the members of the general Synod* 
Tour sentiments, as we have.already seen* would sometimes 
ieftd us to conclude that you are a Covenanter ; whilst oth^ 
parts of your pamphlet would authorize us to infer* that you 
were neither more nor less than a good old Roman CaShoHc. 
For instance, you triumph over Layman for asserting that 
fallible men may produce [teach] infallible doctrine. This 
you represent as the greatest contradiction, and the rankest 
popery. Now, Sir, if this be so, I hope to prove, to yowr 
own satisfaction, that you are a rank papist. That we may 
not forget our logic, I shall prove itsyllogistically) thus : 

Whoever teaches truth teaches infallibli^^deolrine : 

But the Rev. >Pre8byteiia|i teaches truth ; 

Ergo, the Rev. Presbyterian teaches infallible doctrine. 

You will not deny, i hope> that trvtk is infallible ; and of 
course, that every true doctrine is an infallible doctrine — 
nor will you deny that you sometimes teach truth, or in 
other words, that you sometimes teach infallible doctrine. 

Now, Mr. Aristotle) just one syllogism more* an^ I baye 
done : 

Whoever teaches infallible doctrine is a rank Papist $ 

But the Rev. Presbyterian teaches infallible doctrine ; 

Therefore, tfce Rev. Presbyterian is a rank Papist. 

Do not blush, my good friend : you have not the least 
reason to be ashamed; you have performed a glorioos 
achievement. You ase surrounded oh all hands with ex- 
cellent oompany. All tile ministers of the general" Synod — 
all Seceding ministers* — Covenanting ministers — Indepen* 
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^ent ministers — Methodist Ministers — in a word, all the 
Protestant ministers in Christendom are rank Papists! 
Tou have reclaimed them all — reduced them all to obedi- 
ence to the Holy See'! You have effected more by a few 
lines of your Battle of Dialogues, than all the anathemas of 
Rome — ^than all the Pope's bulls — than all the tortures and 
executions of the holy Inquisition ! A jubilee, not only at 
Rome, but a umver^aZ jubilee, will, no doubt, be immedi- 
ately proclaimed : and, hark ye, my friend ! when the chair 
of St. Peter becomes vacant, who is better entitled to fill 
it than your reverence ? — after death, whose name will be 
more deserving of a place in the^calendar of Saints ? — ^whose 
shrine will be more generally visited than yours ? that of 
St. Thomas-a-Becket, will be almost entirely deserted-^it 
will sink into comparative contempt. 

Hail, universal peace and harmony ! Animosities and 
divisions are now no more. Allfdistinctions of sects and 
parties are entirely abolished. Heresy is completely anni- 
hilated. The term, heretic, will no longer be used — not 
evea** as a bugbear to frighten chUdren*^^ The only 
heretic in the world is the Rev. Divine, your neighbour) 
who, you assure us, '* is a teacher of words ; but in no in- 
stance of truth.^' I confess, indeed, that I was of opinion 
there v^s no such teacher in the world — I thought that 
errors and lies, without any mixture of truth, were a dose 
by far too nauseous for human beings of any description; but 
in this, it appears, I have been mistaken ; for your neigh- 
bouring clergyman, you assure us, is '*in no instance, a 
teacher of truth. Now, if this be so, (and who ^an doubt 
it, afl;er you have asserted it ?) if this be so, it is quite 
plain, that the preacher in question is no Papist. If he 
teaches no truths he teaches no infallible doctrine — if he 
teaches no infallible doctrine, he is no Papist — ^if he is no 
Papist, he is a heretic, — and if he is a heretic, you know how 
to treat him. After you have ascended the chair, of St. 
Peter, by your Inquisitor General proclaim an auto da fe ; 
and by one decisive blow banish heresy for ever from the 
world. 

Leaving you in the bosom of your old mother church, 
and congratulating you on the prospect of your advaoce- 
ment to the Papal chair, I am, sir* warmly attached to in- 
fallible doctrine, and at the same ttiae» 

Yotir sincere Friend^ &c. 
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%ev. Sir, 

Against Covenanters, both ancient and modern, you pre- 
fer the heavy charges of intolerance and persecution. " It 
is notorious," you assure us, ** that numbers were banish- 
ed and confined for non-com formity, and that many were 
put to death for denying some of the doctrines of the con- 
fession. Among those who were tried and hanged was a 
student of Edinburgh College, for speaking against the tri- 
nity and incarnation of Christ. He was denied the com- 
mon place of interment, and was appointed to be buried in 
the same ground with notorious criminals and malefactors. 
6uch was the manner in which the covenanted uniformity 
was prosecuted.*' I suppose, sir, you will not^deny, that 
every man should be held innocent, till once he is proved 
guilty. This privilege is all I ask for our reforming ances- 
tors. You are their public accuser : bring forward your 
evidence. You say numbers were banished — pray what 
number ? You affirm that many were put to death — pray» 
how. many ? Such vague and indefinite language is indeed 
«. very fit vehicle for slander and calumny, but is ill adapted 
for the ascertaining of truth. Please be a little more parti- 
cular: quote jour autharUies: vpecify time, place, and 
other cifcnmj^tances. The characters of our reforming an- 
cestors) to whose magnanimous exertions we are indebted ' 
both for civil and rejigious liberty, are too precious and 
respectable, to be allowed to fall victims to your licentious^ 
unauthenticated abuse. Remeiriber, sir, ydu are publicly i 

called on to substantiate your charges. If you fail in your 
evidence, or refuse to bring it forward, you must be content 
to be viewed as a public calumniator. , 

I have no idea, that either the ciyil constitution or ad- 
ministration of our reformers was perfect. I am no way 
bound, nor do I feel disposed, to vindicate all their mea- 
flures, acts of parliament, &c. In some instances they ; 

might be too severe : in general, however, I am convinced | 

tiiey ruled, considering the circumstances of the times, with ' 

a very mild sceptre. Their measures were sometimes | 

quite too lenient. So far were they from attempting, ae- I 
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eoTding to your groundless accusation, to put down all whd 
differed from them in opinion ; that a considerable minority^ 
^ho refused to acquiesce in the established order of things, 
were nevertheless allowed to live unmolested in the enjoy* 
ment of personal liberties and property under the protectioii 
of the law. These men were generally attached to prelacy 
and arbitrary govern ment : .many of them had fought against 
Che liberties of their country under the reign of Charles I. : 
and many of them were men of infamous moral characteri 
hence called malignants ; yet notwithstanding, so foolishly 
indulgent were our reforming forefathers, that they admitted 
these men into places of power and trust, to the complete 
subversion of the constitution, and introduction of prelacy 
ttod arbitrary power, with all the horrors of tyranny and per- 
secution in their train ! Be candid) my dear sir, and dis- 
tinguish between that just chastisement inflicted on those 
who were conspiring against the civil and religious lihertiea 
of the nation, and any severity which may be supposed to 
have been exercised on men merely on account of their re** 
ligion — make this candid distinction* and I am convinced 
that the mountain of persecution which you hav^ conjured 
op before the imagination of your readers, will instantly 
dwindle into a mole hill. 

As, in the reformation period, the circumstances of the 
times might justify a degree of severity, which in the pre- 
sent age would be highly criminal ; so we might ezpect» 
that modern Covenanters would be much more mild and ho* 
mane than their forefathers. It appears,, however that the 
case is quite otherwise. You assure the World, that if Co- 
venanters could get the king to sign and swear the cove* 
nants, we should soon feel the wholesome effects of their 
contents — what these wholesome effects would be we may 
learn from page 44, where you assure us, that " all must be- 
lieve, or seem to believe, the doctrines contained in the 
covenants and confession, or be burned, buried*, or banish- 
ed, as Covenanters and the magistrate might think proper." 
— Pray, sir, how many were burnedi buried, or banished 
for those crimes, when the king did sign and swe^ &9 
covenants ? Was a sii^gle individual burned ? not one. 
Was a single individual buried ? yes, no doubt, after death. 
An odd kind of punishment indeed, to bury people after 
they die ! I- suppose the majority of the nation were w> 
punished. — But perhaps you mean, (for your words would 
generally require an interpreter,) . perhaps you mem that 
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Dissenters would be buried alive. Pray, sir, how inUny 
were buried alive during the Reformation period ? It it 
true indeed, this is not the question — the question is not 
what Covenanters did nearly two centuries ago ; but what 
tiiey would do in the present age, — ^The ancient Covenani- 
lers^ it seems, had a small portion of humanity ; but the 
modern ones have none. The old ones were content with 
hanging and beheading ; but nothing less than burning €md 
burping alive would gratify the ferocity of their degenerata 
sons ! What a perverse race of mortals are these samo 
Covenanters ! Whilst all other classes and denominations 
are in a progressive state of civilization) these savages b,t% 
constantly becoming more sanguinary .and ferocious ! fn 
the course of less than two centuries more, we' may expect 
them metamorphosed into complete cannibals ! — Compose 
yourself, my dear friend ; dismiss your fears ; I hope yoo 
need not be very uneasy ; I trust th^re is no great danger 
of your being either burned or buried alive : your fears on 
Ibis quarter are nearly as groundless, as those you enter* 
tain lest the Covenanters should pluck the planets from their 
orbits. ** It is well," says the Rev. Presbyterian, ** that 
you (Covenanters) are not great astroncmersi or I dread 
you would pluck the planets from their orbits, that yon 
might the better arrange their courses." Now,^ sir, youf 
fear^ of being burned or buried tilive are* I presume, as 
groundless as your dread of the planets being plucked from 
their orbits — nay they are more groundless. From the 
fewness of their numbers, it is not Tery likely, that Cov^ 
nanters wiiiiaitteinpt to overturn the state : and as they do 
■ not stand on a very respectable footing with his majesty's 
government, there is little danger of the king joining them 
in their diabolical scheme of burning the people, or burying 
them alive. But with regard to the plucking of the planets 
from their orbits the case is very different* To qualify fb? 
this, according to yonr own doctrine, all that is necessary 
is, that Covenanters be great astronomers. Now, who can 
tell but, some time or other, this may actually be the case. 
1 can assure you, sir, it is whispered, nay, it is confidently 
affirmed by some, and they appeal to the records of Gla»^ 
gow college for the truth of their statement — that for moA 
than twenty years past, the Covenanting students, in pro* 
portion to their number, have taken more prizes, partici^ 
larly in the higher philosophical classes of that university, 
than the students of any other denomination in the naiti^d 
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erapu«« It is even reported, that the gentleman who^ in 
philosophical studies, has lately eclipsed all his fellow 8ti»* 
dents, and who, at this very moment, is in possession of a 
large 1i>urse, is an Irish CovenarUer. Now, sir, I must con* 
fosSf that according to your doctrine, there is something in^ 
these appearances truly alarming! Should Covenanting 
students go on in this way, eclipsing their fellow students, 
it is hard to say but some of them may at last become great 
astronomers ; and in case of this event, I would not guaran-^ 
tM- the safety of tiie solar system. What mischief might 
Miter the minds of such aspiring headstrong fellows, it is 
difficult to say* Should they actually pluck any of the plar 
nets from their orbits, for aught I know, the consequences 
might be universally pernicious. Not only would th^te 
planets, according to your doctrine, appear deformed ; but, 
as you are a great astronomer ^ you know much better than 
I do, that these planets are peopled as well as our own ;. 
and of course, should those desperadoes drag them to a. 
nearer conjunction with the sun, their miserable inhabitants 
though not buried alive, might be hunted alive — on the other 
hand, should those miscreants sweep the planets to a greater 
distance, the conqueror of the French., general Frost, might, 
Vithout the least mercy, overwhelm in one imiversal catas- 
trophe their entire .population ! 

Now, my dear sir, being a very humane gentleman — yonr 
benevolence being not at all confined to this dirty UUh 
w^ld, but embracing in its extensive grasp the inhabitants 
af distant stars and pianets\ I have no doubt you will me* 
morialize the faculty, not to permit any Covenanter to enter 
the higher philosophical classes in Glasgow college, tiU 
he has previously given sufHcieot security, that he will not. 
on any account whatever, either pluck, or assist in pluck- 
ing irom their orbits, any of the planets of the solar system. 
Allowing you time to draw up your memorial, and in the 
meanwhile, warmly participating in your benevolent concOTn 
for the safety of the planets, 

I am, &c. 
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LETTER X. 



Rer. Sir, ^ 

To convince the world that the principles of Covenan- 
tors are intolerant, you quote the following paragraph from '^ 
their Act and Testimony : ** And further they declare, that 
it is most wicked, and what manifestly strikes against the 
sovereign authority of God, for any power qn earth to pre- 
tend to tolerate, and by sanction of civil law to give license 
to men to publish, and propagate with impunity, whatever 
errors, heresies, and damnable doctrines, Satan and their 
own corrupt and blinded understandings may prompt them 
to believe and embrace : authoritative toleration being de» 
tractive of all true religion, and of that liberty wherewith 
Christ hath made his people free, and of the great end 
thereof, which is» that being delivered out of the hands of 
our enemies we may serve the Lord, ^c. 

Now, sir, you will certainly grant, that the Prcsbytety 
who published the above ddcument are the best qualified 
to explain it.- 

In an abstract of their principles, designed as an Intro* 
dttCtipA to their Act and Testimony, they express them- 
selves thus : ** While Dissenters testify against toleration^ 
they are*not to be understood as jok^immg & eaerely pasHva 
toUratioUi inmlyMg notHing iriore Cban simply permitting 
men to exist unmolested, to hold their different opink>ini« 
without using external violence to make them change these^ 
or to exterminate them from the face of the earth if they 
do not. Forbearance of this kind, after every scriptural 
tOid rational means has been used without effect, cannot ie 
.condemned ; but what they have in view, is, that authori' 
tative toleration, in which the rulers of a kingdom, assum-; 
ing the character of judges in these matters^ by their pro-' 
clamations or other public deeds, declare what different 
Qpinions or systems they will allow to be taught and propa- 
gated ;^.and to what modes of worship they will give<:(0un-' 
teiiance and protection, while they exclude others from thai 
9iippos.6d privilege." — 

Such are the principles Qovenanters have published to 
the world* Be candid,, sir, and tell vour readers, that it ii 
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only ngBmBtatUhoritatiw toleraiion ihKi Covenanters t^tify. 
Passive toleration, they have declared in their public deeds* 
they hff no means condemn. They approve of no weapons 
for converting men, but the bible, the preaching of the gos* 
pd, arguments y prayers, and the like. That, toleration 
against which they testify, even in the paragraph you have 
quoted, is expressly styled authoritatvce toleration. Viewed 
in this light, the texts adduced in proof of the doctrine are 
pei'fectly appropriate. They read thus : ^ There is eae 
wiirgiver who is able to save and to destroy : who art thou 
Ch&t judgest another ?-^Who art Ihou that judgcst aftother 
man's servant ? to his x)wn master he iitahderth or fiiUetli— 
But Peter and John answered and said, Whether it be riglrt 
ih the sight of God to hearken unto God more than untd 
you, judge ye— And now. Lord, beholid their tfareateniflgSj 
and grant unto thy servants, that with all boldness they may 
speak thy word — ^Ye are bought vnth a price ; be ye not 
the servants of men— And call no man your father, upon 
the earth, for one is your father who is in Heaven, &e. 

By way of inuendo, you tell us that these texts are wo^ 
thy of observation— and then you go on to observe J "If 
Ihese texts inean any thing, it is, that no magistrate, or 
inttn, or body of men, has a right to prevent their fellow 
creatures from believing whatever doctrines their' tind^ 
standings may prompt them to believe and embrace.** 

Plray, sir, did the Reformed Presbytery teach in to ps»* 
skge you have quoted ; or ha>'e they taugfet~4fl ^ny other 
pirt of their writings, that "atiy magiarlrate has a ri^ht ixi 
jirblrent men from believinfg according to the dictated of 
tfit^it understandings ? No, Sir: neither the JK^oi^m^' 
Presbytery, nor any other Presbytery, 'have taught as yon 
ridiculously insinuate. They have taught no such absir^ 
dlties. No Spanish inquisitor can preyent a nian frotn hc» 
liovfeg according to the dictates of his understandinfe'. He 
mi^ht {is wdl attemptto prevent him from sbeipg colours, of 
heurihg founds, accordihg tothWdictites df his^en^^f*. N<'t'tO 
believe the doctrines which our understandings J)ro'nit>ttii»Ji^ 
believe, \sAc6ntta&icfion: it is to feKefe ahd nif>f to beH^^ 
those doctrines it the ^ame time.— ^Now, sir, were fhe^tfeit^ 
quoted above written for the^purpose of proving-^^Wttt^ 
toan'hiis a right to do that which is hnpossMer^^^^^^^ 
fanplies a contradiction ? A new and admiraCbW comttlOT- 
tan-itiaeei'l/" ■'■/';■-':> '■';. . -'^ 

Tliei tbjtts, my de^ sir^ ' wifere qaotBd against oiiftor^SWIw 
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UfbraUouA ^They were quoted to prove, that no man or 
magistrate has a right to assume the characterof a judgein 
matters of religion — that he has no right to license men to 
publish and propagate whatever doctrines he may think 
j^roper, and to prohibit by law the publication of others. — 
The doctrines which are tolerated are either the true and 
£eniiine doctrines of the bible, or they are not. If they are 
not the doctrines of the bible ; for any mortal man to give 
them the sanction of his authority, is downright rebellion 
against the king and head of the church — to sanction by 
dvil law what is contrary to the divine law, is nothing less 
than treason against the king of Heaven. What would be 
thought of the lord lieutenant of Ireland, were he to issue 
proclamations, tolerating us to obey lavys directly contrary 
to the laws of the land ? On the other hand ; if the doc- 
trines tolerated are the true and genuine doctrines of the 
bible, they require no toleration — they disdain it. To pre- 
'tend to tolerate such doctrines, is to insult the majesty of 
Heaven. How impious for any monarch, who is but a 
worm of the dust, to say to the subjects of king Jesus, " I , 
tolerate you to obey your master !*' Does not such language 
imply, that he has a right to prohibit their obedience if he 
pleases, and that his authority is paramount to that of the 
blessed Redeemer I What would be thought of the Presi- 
dent of the United States, if, coming over to Ireland, he 
were to ie\9ue proclamations, tolerating us to obey the 
laws of our country 1 

Such, my^dear sir, is that hgdd ltiiiHiUiim> of which you 
appear to be sq #reat an admirer, and against which Cove- 
nanters esteem it their duty to testify. Now, every person 
must at once see, that it is not the enemies of legal toler- 
ation, but ita friends^ that plead for the interference of the 
civil magistrate in matters of religion — ^they must see. that 
Covenanters, in testifying against leg(tl toleration, are testi- 
fying against the interference of the civil magistrate : and 
that the Rev. Presbyterian, by. approving of legal tolera- ' 
tion, approves, at the same time, of magistratical intet^ 
ference. 

You tell us^ that our forefathers, like Jesus and his ap6s- 
Ues, could have struggled for toleration. Pray, in what on0 
instance d\^ our blessed Jledeemer and his apostles struggle 
for a legal toleration ? Jt would border too nearly on 
blasphemy to suppose it Did the Redeemer struggle to 
obtain a legal toleration from Herod? How different hia 
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conduct ! — *« Go ye and tell that fox, behold I cast out de- 
Tils and do cures to-day and to-morrow, and the third day I 
shall be perfected." 

It is true, indeed, thatnn your dialogue you declaim very 
much against the interference of the magistrates in matters 
of religion. I confess, however, that I find it very difficult 
to give you credit for the sincerity of your declamation. — 
I am sure it would require more ingenuity than I can boast 
of, to reconcile your professions and your practice. We 
have just now seen, that you contradict those professions by. 
approving of authoritative toleration. In a vai'iety of other 
particulars, the inconsistency of your conduct is still more 
glaring — For instance ; why do you allow the ^vil magis- 
trate to dictate to you in the appointment of days of public 
fasting and thanksgiving ? Is this to disclaim magistratical 
interference ? Is this to '* call no man master ?*' Is thia 
to act in agreeabl^ness to the divine prohibition— << Be not 
ye the servants of men V^ Again : 

Why do you allow the civil magistrate to dictate to you 
in the manner of swearing ? Swearing is one of the most 
solemn acts of worship. To direct us in the manner of its 
performance we have the example of God himself— of his 
saints — and of his son. Our blessed S|.edeemer " lifted up 
his hand to heaven, and swear by him that liveth for ever 
and ever — that there should be time no longer." Book" 
swearing has its foundation neither in scripture precept nor 
example : it can only be traced to heathenish idolatry. — 
No matter : it is enjoined by the civit magistrate ; and 
with yoUy it appears that his authority for the manner 
of performing this solemn act of worship is perfectly suffi- 
cient. 

Allow me, sir, to ask you as a Dissenter, Why did you 
separate from the church of England ? Was not our prin- 
cipal reason the imposition of human rites and ceremonies ? 
Now, sir, if you submit to the imposition of one ceremony, 
why not of two ? why not of ten ? why not of all the cere- 
monies of the church of England ? If you obey the civil 
magistrate when he commands you to touch and kiss ihe 
book in swearing, upon the same principle, would you not 
obey him, were he to command you to kneel at the sacra- 
ment, to use the sign of the cross in baptism, or to con- 
form to all the other ceremonies of the established church ? 
You would not sufier the churcK io wreathe about your 
jieck a yoke of ceremonies. You stood fast in the libertj 
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wherewith Christ has made you free ; why then have yoa 
surrendered^ that liberty at the discretion of the state f By 
submitting to the dictation of the civil magistrate in the 
article of book-swearing? have you not entirely given up 
one principal ground of your dissent from the church of 
England ? You assure us, that it is impossible to prove, - 
that magistrates have ady authority to dictate to iis how 
we are to worship the Deity, . I think so too. Why then 
do you suffer them to dictate to you in that solemn act of 
worship, swearing ? Has not oar Saviour expressly declar- 
ed, " In vain do they worship me, teaching for doctrines 
the commandments of men."* 

You are very much afraid lest creeds and confessions di- 
vert our attention from the word of God, Pray, sir, whether 
do Covenanters or you adhere most closely to that divine 
word in the article of swearing ? 

But again : If you are in earnest in deprecating the 
interference of the civil magistrate in matters of religion, 
why do you strain every nerve to obtain a coalition with 
the general assembly of the church of Scotland ? Do you 
not know, that the king is virtually the head of that 
church ; or at least, that a compromise is ma^e of her 
headship between the king of England and the Lord Jesus 
Christ? Do you not know, that thq king assumes the 
right of calling, adjourning, or dissolving her assemblies at 
his pleasure ; and that he has sometimes exercised'that right 
in a very arbitrary manner ? Do yod not khow, that he 
claims it as his prerogative to jo mmuimc fi^ the objects of 
their attentioi^ and to prohibit them from discussing such 
matters as he may judge improper ? Do you not know, 
that he prescribes for the ministers of that church whatever 
political oaths he pleases, as an indispensable qualification 
for the exercise of their office ? Do you not know, that 



* The above observations are not intended ag a censure on the civil 
government. The government is Episcopalian. Episcopalians act 
eonsisientlj/ J and yet, book-swearing has been condemned by some of 
the most respectable dignitaries of the established church. It is only 
Dissenters who are inconsistent. Nor would this mode be imposed up- 
on l^£m, were government convinced that it was really obnoxious. A 
respectful remoostrt^nce would obtain ioft them immediate relief-*- 
judges and inferior n/iagistrates are, in general, extremely indulgeut.— 
Some of the latter have, in a very generous and disinterested manQer« 
been exerting themselves to have the grievance redressed. 
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he peresnptorilj ecHnmands the mimsters of that ehuarch, as 
his servants, to read on the Lord's day his proclamatonB) 
or other state papers, which may he subservient to the pur- 
poses of government ? Do you not know that the right of 
printing to vacant charges, is, in many instances) vested 
in the Cro\iii ?-«-Now, sir, can any person in the world give 
you credit for the sincerity of your profession^ ? Can 
any person beUeve«>that you have a strong aversion to the 
inteiference of the civil magistrate in matters of religion! 
If you have such an aversion, why did you persevere so 
long in fruitless attempts to obtain a coalition with the 
Erastian church of Scotland? 

The truth is, Ihat a variety of churches at present, so far 
from deprecating the interference of the civil magistrate, 
seem to value themselves in proportion to the intimacy of 
their connexion with the state. The general ass^nbly 
were not ashamed to avow this principle* when, in their 
communication to the general synod, they declared — that in 
consequence of the respectable footing on which the synod 
stood with his majesty's government, they thought it might 
be expedient to have communion established between the 
two bodies, &c. The church of England looks down on 
the church of Scotland, because she does not stand on so 
respectable a footing with his majesty's government : the 
church of Scotland looks down on her Presbyterian sister 
in Ireland, because she does not stand on so respectable a 
footing with his majesty's government : for the same reason 
does not the general synod lookdownoathe secession church, 
&c. ? and yet sir, where is the candid observer who would 
presume to deny, " That the declension of cBurches from 
primitive Christianity may in general be estimated by the re* 
spectability of the footing on which they stand with the 
civil governments of the nations ?" Did not an aged and 
respectable member of the general synod, when comment- 
ing on the assembly's letter, shrewdly observe, " that neither 
the twelve apostles of the lamb, nor even the Lord Jesus 
Christ himself, were he to come down from the right hand 
of God; would be admitted into the pulpits of the general 
assembly of Scotland ?" Why ? because they would not 
stand on a respectable footing with his majesty's govern- 
ment ! Would to God the above pointed remark were ap- 
plicable to no assembly in the world, but only the general 
assembly of Scotland ! 
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Thai all churches without exception, so far as they have 
deviated from primitive Christianity, may with one accord 
retrace their steps, ** seeking the Lord their God, and in- 
quiring the way toZion with their face3 thitherward," is the 
fervent prayer of, 

Rev. Sir, 

Your sincere friend. 
And very humhle servants 

JOHN PAUL. 

Loughmmimei April 1,1819. 
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